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Abstract

This report describes the "bottom-line" economics of programs that try to reduce crime.
For a wide range of approachesfrom prevention programs designed for young children
to correctional interventions for juvenile and adult offenderswe systematically analyze
evaluations produced in North America over the last 25 years. We then independently
determine whether program benefits, as measured by the value to taxpayers and crime
victims from a program's expected effect on crime, are likely to outweigh costs. This
procedure allows direct "apples-to-apples" comparisons of the economics of different
types of programs designed for widely varying age groups. Our overall conclusion is one
of good news: In the last two decades, research on what works and what doesn't has
developed and, after considering the comparative economics of these options, this
information can now be used to improve public resource allocation. These estimates can
assist decision-makers in directing scarce public resources toward economically
successful programs and away from unsuccessful programs, thereby producing net overall
gains to taxpayers, even in the absence of new funding sources. This report provides a
snapshot of the Institute's cost-benefit findings as of May 2001.
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

This report describes the "bottom-line" economics of various programs that try to reduce
criminal behavior. We identify the types of programs that can, as well as those that
apparently cannot, reduce criminal offending in a cost-beneficial way. This research was
prepared for the Washington State legislature. The legislature directed the Washington State
Institute for Public Policy (Institute) to evaluate the costs and benefits of certain juvenile and
adult criminal justice policies, violence prevention programs, and other efforts to decrease
particular "at-risk" behaviors of youth.

The analysis focuses on comparative economics. For a wide range of programsfrom
prevention programs designed for young children to correctional programs for juvenile and
adult offenderswe examine whether a program's benefits are likely to outweigh its costs.
Significantly, these estimates are derived from a common methodological approach. This
allows direct "apples-to-apples" comparisons of the economics of different types of
programs designed for widely varying age groups.

This approach is similar to a financial analysis an investment advisor uses to study rates of
return on mutual funds, bonds, real estate, commodities, or other investment options. The
financial advisor expresses these diverse investments with a common bottom-line metric:
the rate of return on investment. The purpose of our analysis of crime control options is the
same: the focus is on the comparative economic bottom line. That is, given the weight of
existing research evidence, which programs and policy options are likely to yield better
returns than others?

Among other uses, this information can assist decision-makers in allocating scarce public
resources among competing demands. The overall conclusion from this analysis is one of
good news: In the last two decades, research on what works and what doesn't has
developed and, after considering the comparative economics of these options, this
information can now be used to improve public resource allocation. These estimates can be
helpful in directing public resources toward the economically successful programs and away
from the unsuccessful programs, thereby producing a net overall gain to Washington
citizens, even in the absence of new funding sources.

The general procedure followed in this study involves searching for research-based
evidence about what works and what doesn't to lower crime rates, and then independently
estimating the comparative economics that these programs could have for Washington
taxpayers.

As the first step, the Institute systematically reviewed over 400 research studies conducted
in the United States and Canada. We focused on studies published in the last 25 years that
use sound research methods. We looked for evaluations that measured whether a program
reduced the criminality of participants relative to a comparison or control group. Many of the
programs we reviewed are designed for youth or adults already in the juvenile or adult
justice systems, where the goal is to reduce subsequent criminal activity. Other prevention
programs seek to lower the chance that a young person will commit crimes in the first place.

6
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For this review, we divide the research literature into four broad topic areas:

Early Childhood Programs;
Middle Childhood and Adolescent (Non-Juvenile Offender) Programs;
Juvenile Offender Programs; and
Adult Offender Programs.

While we believe our review covers a substantial portion of existing evaluation research in
these four areas, it is likely that we missed some studies. We built this literature review,
however, so that as new evaluations are completed, or as relevant previous studies are
uncovered, the information can be added to subsequent versions of this report. Thus, the
"program inventory" in this report provides an expandable, ongoing base of information to
assist Washington State policymakers and program designers.

At present, this review does not include the full range of criminal justice topics. We omit, for
example, important research on the effectiveness of policing resources and practices, and the
effect of deterrence and incapacitation in sentencing policies. The Institute is currently
reviewing available research evidence on these policies. When this work is completed, our
cost-benefit analysis can be extended to encompass these and other areas of interest to
policymakers.

Our study is limited to evaluations that measure the outcome of criminality. Many, if not most,
programs have additional or alternative goals. For example, the primary goals of some
prevention programs include reducing teen pregnancy, substance abuse, or dropping out of
school; the principal goal of some adult offender programs is to maintain in-prison control of
inmates. Although society, program participants, and taxpayers can benefit from changes in
these and other behaviors, at present the Institute's analysis is restricted to measuring the costs
and benefits of crime-related outcomes. Future work is planned to estimate non-crime related
benefits.

After quantitatively reviewing the evaluation literature on what works, we then evaluate
program economics from two perspectives. First, there is the taxpayer question. For every
dollar of taxpayer money spent on a program, can rates of future criminal activity be
reduced to avoid at least that amount in downstream criminal justice costs? In other words,
by spending a taxpayer dollar now on a program, will more than one taxpayer dollar be
saved in the years ahead? We also consider the crime victim's perspective: if a program
can reduce rates of future criminal offending, not only will taxpayers receive benefits but
there will also be fewer crime victims. In our economic analyses, we estimate the benefits to
both taxpayers and crime victims.

Once all of this information is assembled and analyzed systematically, we then calculate
standard economic outcome measuresnet present values, benefit-to-cost ratios, and rates of
return on investmentfor a range of programs options.'

The reader should be aware of what the cost-benefit estimates presented here are, as well
as what they are not. For the most part, the cost-benefit estimates are not evaluations of

1 The steps to calculate each of these economic outcome measures are defined Section Ill of this report.

2
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particular programs in Washingtonmost programs in Washington have not been evaluated
formally.2 Rather, this analysis reflects what is known about the effectiveness of different
programs that have been evaluated anywhere in North America and how, if Washington
taxpayer dollars were invested in them, they might be expected to perform in Washington.

In any investment analysis, such as the one presented here, a number of assumptions must be
made. Our approach has been to err on the side of caution. The result is that our conservative
approach produces benefit-to-cost ratios that may be smaller than other researchers would find.
This especially applies to how we analyze the effects of evaluations with weak research designs;
for these weaker studies, we explicitly lower the reported crime-reducing effect. While our
cautious approach may lower the absolute level of our results, the important point is that we
make the same set of conservative assumptions throughout our analysis. This is why we
include the word "comparative" in the title to this report; it is probably more useful to compare
our results from one program to another, rather than solely focusing on the absolute value of any
particular benefit-to-cost ratio.

What Is New in This Edition? The Institute first published a cost-benefit review of programs
in May 1999; this report updates that work. Along with several minor improvements, two
major features have been added in this version. First, we analyze many more individual
program evaluations than we did for the 1999 report. Second, we substantially revise our
procedures for statistically analyzing the results of program evaluations. Our procedures now
follow standard meta-analytic methods.3 As just described, however, to be cautious in our
interpretation of the existing evaluation evidence, we continue to make explicit adjustments
for research design quality and a few other factors described in this report.

This report provides a snapshot of the Institute's cost-benefit model as of May 2001. The
analytical effort described here is a "work in progress" and new information and procedures
are regularly added to improve the Institute's estimates of costs and benefits. Several
refinements and extensions of the current model are planned for 2001-02 and are discussed
briefly.

Generalizing the Results of This Study To Other States. This study estimates the costs
and benefits of crime reduction programs from the perspective of taxpayers and crime victims
in Washington. We do this by employing Washington-specific cost estimates for the criminal
justice system and for the way offenders are processed through Washington's juvenile and
adult systems, including the sentencing practices followed in this state. The degree to which
the cost-benefit estimates presented here are applicable to non-Washington jurisdictions will
depend on many factors, not the least of which are any differences among justice system
costs and sentencing practices.'

2 There are several outcome evaluations underway of Washington-specific programs. The Institute, for example, is conducting
legislatively directed evaluations of particular programs for juvenile and adult offenders. As these evaluations are completed, the
results will be incorporated into the analysis presented in this report.
3 In particular, we benefited from the methodological work of Mark Lipsey and David Wilson contained in their very useful book:
Lipsey, M. W. & Wilson, D. B. (2000), Practical Meta-Analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

The Washington-specific cost, sentencing, and recidivism factors are shown on TablesIV-B, IV-D, IV-E, IV-G, IV-H, and IV-I.
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The Organization of This Report. Section II presents a summary of our findings. In Section
III, we describe in detail the statistical procedures used to estimate the costs and benefits.
Section IV presents tables of information listing the data and estimates used in the calculation
of costs and benefits.
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SECTION II: FINDINGS

The Institute's cost-benefit analysis identifies programs that can make economically sound
contributions to Washington's criminal justice and prevention systems. The goal is to find
programs that save more money than they cost. To make these determinations, the
Institute quantitatively reviewed over 400 program evaluations conducted mostly in North
America over the last quarter century.' The Institute organized individual evaluations into
policy-relevant topics, such as early childhood education programs, adult drug courts,
cognitive-behavioral programs for juvenile sex offenders, and so on. Some program
groupings are quite general and some are for very specific, "off-the shelf' programs such as
those identified as part of the "Blueprint" project of the University of Colorado's Center for
the Study and Prevention of Violence.' Based on our analysis of how well these programs
work in lowering crime, the comparative economics were then estimated with the Institute's
cost-benefit model, as described in technical detail in Section III.

In this Section, we offer some general findings followed by the specific results of our
research.

Five General Findings

1. Some Good Investment Options Exist. From a cost-benefit point of view, we identified
some programs that can improve the effectiveness of Washington's taxpayer-financed
criminal justice system. That is, compared to Washington's current system, these programs
are good bets both to lower crime rates and to lower the net costs of crime to taxpayers and
crime victims, thus achieving an enviable "win-win" status.

We found the largest and most consistent economic returns are for certain programs
designed for juvenile offenders. Several of these interventions produce benefit-to-cost ratios
that exceed twenty dollars of benefits for each dollar of taxpayer cost. That is, a dollar spent
on these programs today can be expected to return to taxpayers and crime victims twenty or
more dollars in the years ahead. Four of these programs are now being implemented by the
juvenile courts in Washington State as a result of recent legislative and administrative
actions.' In addition to programs for juvenile offenders, we also found economically attractive
prevention programs for young children and adolescents and, at the other end of the age
spectrum, for adult offenders.

2. Some Bad Investment Options Exist. Not all of our economic findings, however, are
positive. We found some programs that do not lower criminality and have negative economic

5 The 400+ evaluations we considered was greater than the 305 actually used in this cost-benefit analysis. As discussed in Section
III, the main reason the number used in smaller is that many studies did not meet the Institute's minimum research design standards
to be included in the analysis.

http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/
7

The economics of the four programsMulti-systemic Therapy, Functional Family Therapy, Aggression Replacement Training, and
coordinated servicesare described in this report. The implementation of these programs in Washington are also described on the
Institute's website at: http://www.wa.gov/wsipp/crime/cjaa/home.html
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bottom lines. Resources spent on these programs would be better directed toward programs
that yield positive returns.

We also found programs that demonstrate some success in reducing the criminality of
participants, but the cost of running the programs is greater than any savings realized. The
economics of crime prevention or intervention require not only program effectiveness (crime
reduction), but the services must also be delivered economically. In this regard, crime
prevention and intervention is like any business: in order to have a positive economic
bottom line, not only does a product need to work and be successful, it also needs to be
produced in a cost-efficient manner. In our review of the available options, not all programs
passed these two tests.

Thus, the main lesson from our cost-benefit analysis of the evaluation literature is that some
prevention and intervention programs are cost-beneficial with certain groups of people in
certain settings, and some are not. As with any public or private resource allocation
decision, selecting and successfully implementing the right investments for the right
populations is the real challenge for policy makers and program administrators.

. 3. A Program That Can Achieve Even Relatively Small Reductions in Crime Can Be
Cost-Beneficial. We found that the best programs can be expected to deliver 20 to 30
percent reductions in recidivism or crime rates for the intended populations. More typical
programs, on the other hand, were able to demonstrate only five to ten percent reductions.
For example, we found that typical success rates for "good" adult offender programs lower
the chance of re-offending by 10 percent. An example can help put this number in
perspective. In Washington State, about 50 percent of all adult offenders leaving prison are
subsequently re-convicted for another felony offense within eight years from release.' A 10
percent reduction from a 50 percent starting point results in a 45 percent recidivism ratea
significant, but not a huge, reduction. The economic question, however, is whether a
reduction of even this modest magnitude, given the cost of the program, produces a net gain
for taxpayers and crime victims. The cost of crime to taxpayers (who pay for the criminal
justice system) and crime victims (who suffer personal and property losses) is high. Based
on our economic analysis of these crime-related costs, we found that programs that can
deliverat a reasonable program costeven modest reductions in future criminality can
have an attractive economic bottom line.

4. Programs Should Be Evaluated. If all programs worked, the need to evaluate individual
programs would not be too critical. As an analogy, when the prices of all stocks in the stock
market are going up, the most important thing is to be in the stock market, not to spend much
time evaluating the prospects of one stock versus another. But since we found that not all
programs work, formal evaluations are important to determine if outcomes are being
achieved in a cost beneficial manner. In Washington, as in the rest of the United States,
most programs designed to reduce crime have not been rigorously evaluated. Some
programs may be working and could be expanded. Others may not be achieving their goals,

8
The 50 percent felony recidivism rate is based on longitudinal analyses conducted by the Institute, as described in Section III.
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yet continue to absorb scarce tax dollars that could be directed toward more effective
programs, or returned to taxpayers. While evaluations are not cost-free, making decisions
without objective information on effectiveness can result in inefficient resource allocation.
Evaluating the costs and benefits of programs and policies should be a key part of an overall
strategy.

5. A Portfolio Approach is Recommended. While the research base for "what works" has
improved in recent years, it remains limited and, as a result, a degree of uncertainty must be
applied to the economic estimates presented in this report. Therefore, we believe it would be
a mistake to allocate all prevention and intervention dollars into any one program no matter
how attractive the numbers might look; unfortunately, sometimes bad things happen to good
programs. Similar to the situation facing any investor, public policy makers should avoid
putting all of the prevention and intervention eggs into one basket. Therefore, we
recommend that a "portfolio approach" be developed achieving a reasonable balance
between near-term and long-term resources, and between research-proven strategies and
those that are promising but in need of research and development. In particular, a portfolio
approach should be adopted to reduce the overall risk that some programs, like some stocks
in the stock market, may not turn out to be good investments when they are actually
purchased and implemented.

Findings: Specific Results

The principal findings from our review are summarized on Table 1. All monetary figures are
expressed in 2000 dollars. Before discussing the programs individually, a general
description of the information on Table 1 is provided. There are five columns, each
describes different results from our analysis.

The first column shows the number of studies we reviewed in determining the crime-
related effects for the program areas.' This is the number of studies that passed the
Institute's minimum research design standards to be included in the analysis, as
discussed in Section III. In general, the more studies reviewed, the more confidence
that can be placed in the findings.

The second column contains two numbers for each program: the average "effect
size" that we expect for each program and the associated "standard error" of the
estimated effect size. An effect size is a summary statistic measuring the degree to
which research evidence indicates a program can affect an outcome, in this case,
crime: the larger the program's effect size, the larger its expected effect on crime
outcomes. In this report, a negative effect size means the program reduces crime; a
positive effect size means the program increases crime.

9
Some evaluations have more than one relevant comparison; we count each comparison as an independent study.
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Table 1: Summary of Program Economics (All Monetary Values in 2000 Dollars)
Number

of
Program
Effects in

the
Statistical
Summary

(1)

Average Size of
the Crime
Reduction
Effect* &

(Standard Error)
note that a

negative effect size
means lower crime

(2)

Net Direct
Cost of the
Program,

Per
Participant

(3)

Net Benefits Per Participant
(Le., Benefits minus Costs)

Lower End
of Range:
Includes

Taxpayer
Benefits

Only

(4)

Upper End
of Range:
Includes

Taxpayer and
Crime Victim

Benefits

(5)

Early Childhood Programs
Nurse Home Visitation (for low income single mothers) 2 -0.29 (0.21) $7,733 -$2,067 to $15,918
Early Childhood Education for Disadvantaged Youth 6 -0.10 (0.04) $8,936 -$4,754 to $6,972

Middle Childhood & Adolescent (Non-Juvenile Offender) Programs
Seattle Social Development Project 1 -0.13 (0.11) $4,355 -$456 to $14,169
Quantum Opportunities Program 1 -0.31 (0.20) $18,964 -$8,855 to $16,428
Mentoring 2 -0.04 (0.05) $1,054 $225 to $4,524
National Job Corps 1 -0.08 (0.03) $6,123 -$3,818 to $1,719
Job Training Partnership Act 1 0.10 (0.05) $1,431 -$4,562 to -$12,082

Juvenile Offender Programs
Specific "Off the Shelf" Programs

Multi-Systemic Therapy 3 -0.31 (0.10) $4,743 $31,661 to $131,918
Functional Family Therapy 7 -0.25 (0.10) $2,161 $14,149 to $59,067
Aggression Replacement Training 4 -0.18 (0.14) $738 $8,287 to $33,143
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care 2 -0.37 (0.19) $2,052 $21,836 to $87,622
Adolescent Diversion Project 5 -0.27 (0.07) $1,138 $5,720 to $27,212

General Types of Treatment Programs
Diversion with Services (vs. regular juvenile court processing) 13 -0.05 (0.02) -$127 $1,470 to $5,679
Intensive Probation (vs. regular probation caseloads) 7 -0.05 (0.06) $2,234 $176 to $6,812
Intensive Probation (as alternative to incarceration) 6 0.00 (0.05) -$18,478 $18,586 to $18,854
Intensive Parole Supervision (vs. regular parole caseloads) 7 -0.04 (0.06) $2,635 -$117 to $6,128
Coordinated Services 4 -0.14 (0.10) $603 $3,131 to $14,831
Scared Straight Type Programs 8 0.13 (0.06) $51 -$6,572 to -$24,531
Other Family-Based Therapy Approaches 6 -0.17 (0.04) $1,537 $7,113 to $30,936
Juvenile Sex Offender Treatment 5 -0.12 (0.10) $9,920 -$3,119 to $23,602
Juvenile Boot Camps 10 0.10 (0.04) -$15,424 $10,360 to -$3,587

Mutt Offender s
Adult Offender Drug Treatment Programs (compared to no treatment)

In-Prison Therapeutic Community, No Community Aftercare 5 -0.05 (0.05) $2,604 -$899 to $2,365
In-Prison Therapeutic Community, With Community Aftercare 11 -0.08 (0.02) $3,100 -$243 to $5,230
Non-Prison TC (as addition to an existing community residential facility) 2 -0.17 (0.10) $2,013 $4,110 to $15,836
In-Prison Non-Residential Substance Abuse Treatment 5 -0.09 (0.03) $1,500 $1,672 to $7,748
Drug Courts 27 -0.08 (0.02) $2,562 -$109 to $4,691
Case Management Substance Abuse Programs 12 -0.03 (0.03) $2,204 -$1,050 to $1,230
Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment 3 -0.07 (0.05) $2,198 $237 to $5,048
Drug Treatment Programs in Jails 7 -0.05 (0.05) $1,172 $373 to $3,361

Adult Sex-Offender Treatment Programs (compared to no treatment)
Cognitive-Behavioral Sex Offender Treatment 7 -0.11 (0.05) $6,246 -$778 to $19,534

Adult Offender Intermediate Sanctions (compared to regular programs)
Intensive Supervision (Surveillance-Oriented) 19 -0.03 (0.03) $3,296 -$2,250 to -$384
Intensive Supervision (Treatment-Oriented) 6 -0.10 (0.06) $3,811 -$459 to $5,520
Intensive Supervision: Diversion from Prison 3 0.00 (0.08) -$5,925 $6,083 to $6,386
Adult Boot Camps 11 0.00 (0.03) -$9,725 $9,822 to $10,011
Adult Boot Camps-As partial diversion from prison 11 0.00 (0.03) -$3,380 $3,477 to $3,666

Cognitive-Behavioral Programs (compared to no treatment)
Moral Reconation Therapy 8 -0.08 (0.05) $310 $2,471 to $7,797
Reasoning and Rehabilitation 6 -0.07 (0.04) $308 $2,202 to $7,104

Other Programs (compared to no treatment or regular programs)
Work Release Programs (vs. in-prison incarceration) 2 -0.03 (0.11) $456 $507 to $2,351
Job Counseling/Search for Inmates Leaving Prison 6 -0.04 (0.02) $772 $625 to $3,300
In-Prison Adult Basic Education 3 -0.11 (0.05) $1,972 $1,852 to $9,176
In-Prison Vocational Education 2 -0.13 (0.04) $1,960 $2,835 to $12,017
Correctional Industries Programs 3 -0.08 (0.02) $1,800 $1,147 to $9,413

The summary effect size shown on this table for each area is the weighted average standardized mean difference effect size: For those studies with bi- variate outcome
measures, the mean difference effect sizes are approximated using the arcsine transformation as described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), Table B10, Formula 22. The individual study
effect sizes are adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes as described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 49, Equation 3.22. The weights are the inverse variance
weights as described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 49, Equations 3.23 and 3.24.
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In Section III of this report we describe the exact statistical procedures employed to
calculate these effect sizes. Technically, the effect size statistic used in this analysis
is not quite the same as a percentage reduction in crime rates, but for many of the
programs listed, it is close to that more intuitive measurement. For example, an
effect size statistic of -.15 for a program for juvenile offenders is roughly equivalent
to a fifteen percent reduction in future crime rates for that group. The second
number (shown in parentheses) in column (2) is the standard error associated with
each effect size. This measure provides a range of the confidence that can be
placed in the average effect size: the larger the standard error relative to the effect
size, the less confidence that the average effect size is the true effect size.

The third column on Table 1 shows the estimated net direct cost of the program, per
program participant. This is our best estimate of what these programs typically cost
per participant. The cost estimates are termed "net" estimates because some
programs have an immediate displacement of other program costs. For example,
we estimate that the net direct cost of Multisystemic Therapy (MST), a program for
juvenile offenders, is $4,743 per participant. As shown later in this report, that
number is derived by taking the estimated per participant cost of MST ($5,000 in
1997 dollars) and subtracting the direct program costs for other services that MST
replaces ($500 in 1997 dollars), and then converting to 2000 dollars. Some of the
net direct costs shown in column (3) are negative. A program with, a negative cost
means that it saves dollars up-front, even before considering whether the program
works to lower the crime rates of the participants. For example, juvenile boot camps
have a negative expected cost of $15,424 per participant. This means that, up front,
boot camps are expected to be cheaper than the alternative of longer stays in
regular juvenile institutional facilities; hence there is an immediate cost reduction.
Note, however, that this cost is only up-frontit does not include the present value
of any downstream costs stemming from the program's effect on crime or recidivism
rates.

The fourth and fifth columns of Table 1 provide the main results of our analysis.
These are the estimated net economics of the programsthat is, the benefits that
a program is expected to produce in terms of future crime reduction, less the costs
of the program as listed in column (3). As discussed briefly in the Introduction and
in more detail in Section III, the Institute analyzes benefits from the perspective of
the taxpayer and the crime victim. For the taxpayer view, the question is whether
spending a taxpayer dollar now on a program will save more than a taxpayer dollar
in the years ahead. Adding the crime victim view, if a program can reduce rates of
future criminal offending, not only will taxpayers receive benefits but there will also
be fewer crime victims. On Table 1, column (4) shows the taxpayer-only
perspective while column (5) provides an estimate that includes taxpayer and crime
victim benefits. Thus the information on column (5) provides the broadest public
policy implication afforded from the analysis is this report.
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The information contained in columns (4) and (5) on Table 1 is also portrayed graphically
on Figure 1. For each program, three figures are plotted as a range with a mid point: the
lower end of the range is the taxpayer net present value (from column (4) on Table 1) and
the upper end of the range is the combined taxpayer-crime victim net present value (from
column (5) on Table 1), while the point in the middle of the range is an average of these
two figures.

Figure 1: Net Economic Benefits of Programs Designed
to Reduce Crime, Monetary Values in 2000 Dollars

Net economic benefit (cost) per participant, thousands of dollars,
The lower value in the range is the taxpayer estimate,

the higher value includes crime victim benefits,
the point in the middle is the average.
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Early Childhood Programs
Nurse Home Visitation (for low income single mothers)
Early Childhood Education for Disadvantaged Youth

hiriddle Childhood & Adolescent (Non-Juvenile Offender) Prograrrs
Seattle Social Development Project
Quantum Opportunities Program
Mentoring
National Job Corps
Job Training Partnership Act

Juvenile Offender Programs
Specific "Off the Shelf" Programs

Multi-Systemic Therapy
Functional Family Therapy
Aggression Replacement Training
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care
Adolescent Diversion Project

General Types of Community-Based Programs
Diversion with Services (vs. regular juvenile court processing)
Intensive Rsbation (vs. regular probation caseloads)
Intensive Probation (as alternative to incarceration)
Intensive Parole Supervision (vs. regular parole caseloads)
Coordinated Services
Scared Straight Type Programs
Other Family-Based Therapy Approaches
Juvenile Sex Offender Treatment
Juvenile Boot Camps

Adult Offender Programs
Adult Offender Drug Treatment Programs

In-Prison Therapeutic Community, No Community Aftercare
In-Prison Therapeutic Community, With Community Aftercare
Non - Prison TC (as addition to an existing community residential
In-Prison Non-Residential Substance Abuse Treatment
Drug Courts
Case Management Substance Abuse Programs
Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment
Drug Treatment Programme in Jails

Adult Sex-Offender Treatment Programs
Cognitive-Behavioral Sex Offender Treatment

Adult Offender Intermediate Sanctions
Intensive Supervision (Surveillance-Oriented)
Intensive Supervision (Treatment-Oriented)
Intensive Supervision: Diversion from Prison
Adult Boot Camps
Adult Boot Camps--As partial diversion from prison

Cognitive-Behavioral Programs
Moral Reconation Therapy
Reasoning and Rehabilitation

Other Programs
Work Release Programs (vs. in-prison incarceration)
Job Counseling/Search for Inmates Leaving Prison
In-Prison Adult Basic Education
In-Prison Vocational Education
Correctional Industries Programs



For each of the programs summarized on Table 1 and Figure 1, an individual table in
Section IV-L shows the calculations in detail.

As discussed, we divide the research literature into four broad topic areas:

Early Childhood Programs;
Middle Childhood and Adolescent (Non-Juvenile Offender) Programs;
Juvenile Offender Programs; and
Adult Offender Programs.

The highlights of our cost-benefit review of the programs for these four areas will now be
discussed.

Early Childhood Programs

For our cost-benefit analysis, the Institute identified two types of prevention programs for
early childhood. There are, of course, many more prevention programs in the United States
and elsewhere. Relatively few, however, have been evaluated rigorously to determine
whether subsequent criminality is affected by program participation." By "early childhood,"
we mean programs designed for youth before they are admitted to kindergarten.

Nurse Home Visitation This program provides intensive visitation by nurses during a
woman's pregnancy and the first two years after birth. The goal is to promote the child's
development and to provide support and instructive parenting skills to the parents. The
program is designed to serve low-income, at-risk pregnant women bearing their first child,
and the results reported here are for that group. This brief description of the program is
abstracted from the very useful work of the "Blueprints" project at the Center for the Study
and Prevention of Violence at the University of Colorado at Boulder. More information on
this program, as well as several other programs discussed in this report, can be obtained at
their website." Other websites also contain very useful information on this and other
programs.12 The evaluation research studies that have examined the nurse home visitation
program show that it can be expected to reduce the subsequent criminal activity of
participants." Both the mothers that received the program and their youth had lower
criminal outcomes than those not receiving the program in a fifteen-year follow-up
evaluation. After reviewing the two outcome evaluations for both the youth and the
mothers, the Institute found an overall average effect size of about -.29 for basic crime
outcomes. The information on Table 1 reveals that the Nurse Home Visitation program

10 See, for example, Karoly, L., A., Greenwood, P., W., Everingham, S., S., Hoube, J., Kilbum, M., R., Rydell, C., P., Sanders, M.,
Chiesa, J. (1998). Investing in Our Children, What We Know and Don't Know About the Costs and Benefits of Early Childhood
Interventions. Santa Monica: RAND.
11

http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/model/ten_nurse.htm
12

See the Strengthening America's Families website at:
http://www.strengtheningfamilies.org/html/programs_1999/programs_list_1999.html
Also see, "Youth Violence: A Report of the Surgeon General" available at:
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/youthviolence/default.htm
13 individualndividual studies used in our review of Nurse Home Visitation, as well as all of the other studies in this entire report, are
listed in Section IV, Table IV-K.
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costs about $7,733 per participant. The Institute quantified the value to Washington
taxpayers and crime victims expected from these lower crime rates. Columns (4) and (5) on
Table 1 summarize our findings. From a taxpayer's perspective (column 4), the benefits of
future reduced criminality do not pay back the up-front cost of the program. The expected
reduction in crime returns to taxpayers $5,666 in taxpayer benefits, which partially offset the
$7,733 price tag of the program, producing a net taxpayer cost of -$2,067 as shown on
Table 1.

Because of the expected reduced crime levels, however, there will also be fewer crime
victims in the future. The estimated benefits of this effect are shown in column (5) of Table
1. For the Nurse Home Visitation Program, the addition of the crime victim benefits to the
taxpayer benefits produces an overall positive expected net present value of $15,918 per
program participant. This same number can also be computed as benefit-to-cost ratios (not
shown on Table 1): for the Nurse Home Visitation program, the ratio is $3.06 in benefits per
dollar of cost."

Early Childhood Education for Disadvantaged Youth The second type of prevention
program is identified as "early childhood education for disadvantaged youth." For this
general type of program, we analyzes the results of six individual evaluations conducted on
programs providing enhanced pre-school education and childcare services to
disadvantaged youth, as well as parent support and training in some instances.15 This
group includes the Perry Pre-School, the Chicago Child-Parent Program, the Syracuse
Family Development Research Program, the Montreal Longitudinal Experimental Study,
and unpublished results from the Abecedarian Project. Rather than estimating the
economics of these education programs individually, we performed a meta-analysis of the
six studies to determine the average crime-reduction effect of early childhood education
programs. We performed this statistical summary to gain increased confidence in our ability
to generalize the results for this particular type of prevention intervention.

Our analysis revealed an expected effect size on crime outcomes of about -.12 for the
average early childhood education program for disadvantaged youth. The six studies in our
summary had an average follow-up time of 14 years. Based on these studies, we estimate
that an average early education program costs about $8,936 per participant. As was the
case with the nurse home visitation program, we found that early childhood education does
not break even with taxpayers when only the taxpayer savings associated with lower future
criminality are considered: the net present value is -$4,754. Adding the benefits that accrue
to crime victims with reduced future criminality, however, increases the expected net
present value to a positive $6,972 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost
ratio of $1.78 for every dollar spent.

Thus, just counting the expected crime-related benefits of these two early intervention
programs, the economics of both appear attractive. That is, per dollar spent today on these

14 $3.06 = ($15918 + $7733) / $7733
15 The individual evaluations used in our meta-analysis of early childhood education, as well as all of the other studies in this entire
report, are listed in Section IV, Table IV-K.
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prevention programs, society is very likely to save considerably more than a dollar in crime-
related costs in the years ahead.

As we note in the Introduction, most prevention programs have other goals in addition to
reducing crime. Presently, the Institute's cost-benefit model only computes values for
crime-related outcomes, although we intend to extend the analysis to quantify the value of
other outcomes. How serious a limitation is this omission of non-crime related benefits?
The benefits associated with crime reduction are probably the dominant part of the total
benefits for many prevention programs. For example, the Perry Pre-School evaluationno
doubt America's most studied long-term evaluation of a single early childhood program
found that crime reduction benefits account for 65 percent of all the benefits estimated by
the Perry Pre-School researchers.16 That is, the Perry Pre-School evaluation calculated a
ratio of $8.74 of total benefits to one dollar of cost. Of this amount, the crime reduction
benefits alone totaled $5.70 while all of the other measured benefits of the program
(including estimated program effects on earnings, school outcomes, child care, and welfare
use) made up the remainder. Thus, because crime is so costly to taxpayers and crime
victims, the benefits associated with crime reduction are likely to be the major part of the
total benefits that a program might be able to achieve. As another way to look at this, if the
65 percent Perry Pre-School factor just mentioned is applied to our $1.78 estimate of crime-
related benefits to dollar of cost, the ratio would increase to $2.74 of total benefits per dollar
of cost. This is a significant increase, but even without the addition of these benefits, our
conclusion is still that the economics of these interventions are fairly attractive.

Note also that the crime-related benefit-to-cost ratio calculated by the Perry Pre-School
researchers ($5.70) is considerably above our estimate of crime related benefits for the
average early childhood education program ($1.78). This difference reflects many factors,
but is mostly a function of our cautious crime-reduction assumptions we apply. When we
run our cost-benefit model using the exact crime-reduction effects and other program
results used by the Perry Preschool researchers, our model indicates $5.92 in crime-related
benefits per dollar of cost for Perry Pre-School, which is almost identical to the $5.70 figure
from the Perry Pre-School research. Again, our approach is to be cautious in estimating the
benefits that taxpayers can expect in an up-to-scale application of these programs. Some
of the programs upon which we make these estimates were small-scale projects run by
committed program developers, and some evaluations had less than optimal research
designs. For these and other reasons that we describe in Section III, we prefer to interpret
program evaluation results conservatively. Thus our main resultsbenefit-to-cost ratios in
this casewill usually be smaller in absolute magnitude than other researchers might
calculate.

16 Schweinhart, L. J., Barnes, H. V., and Weikart, D. P. (1993). Significant Benefits: The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study through
age 27. Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press, Table 43.
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Middle Childhood & Adolescent (Non-Juvenile Offender) Programs

We identified five types of prevention programs for middle childhood and adolescent non-
juvenile offender populations. As we discussed concerning early childhood programs, there
are, of course, many more prevention programs for this population in the United States and
elsewhere. Relatively few, however, have been evaluated rigorously and longitudinally to
determine whether subsequent criminality is affected by program participation.

The Seattle Social Development Project (SSDP) This program is a three-part
intervention for teachers, parents, and students in grades 1 to 6. The focus is elementary
schools in high crime urban areas. The intervention trains teachers to manage classrooms
to promote students' bonding to the school. SSDP also offers training to parents to promote
bonding to family and school. It provides training to children designed to affect attitudes
toward school, behavior in school, and academic achievement. More information on this
program can be obtained at the Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence's website."
After reviewing the one study of SSDP, the Institute found an average effect size of about -
.13 for basic crime outcomes. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical average cost per
SSDP participant is about $4,355. Overall, taxpayers roughly break-even for this
investment: the taxpayer-only net present value is -$456. Adding the benefits that accrue to
crime victims as a result of the lower expected future crime increases the net present value
estimate to $14,169 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $4.25 for
every dollar spent. As was the case with the early age prevention programs, the only
benefit quantified by the Institute was the demonstrated ability of SSDP to lower rates of
criminality. The research conducted on SSDP also found beneficial effects related to
alcohol use, sexual activity, school commitment and academic performance, among
others." At the present time, the Institute's model cannot quantify these benefits, although
we intend to develop procedures to do so.

The Quantum Opportunities Program (QOP)19 This program is designed to serve
disadvantaged adolescents by providing education, service, and development activities, as
well as financial incentives from ninth grade through high school graduation. QOP is
designed for adolescents from families receiving public assistance. Each participant is
eligible to receive annually: 250 hours of education (participating in computer-assisted
instruction, peer tutoring to enhance basic academic skills, etc.); 250 hours of development
activities (participating in cultural enrichment and personal development, acquiring
life/family skills, planning for college or advanced technical/vocational training, and job
preparation); and 250 hours of service activities (participating in community service projects,
helping with public events, and working as a volunteer in various agencies). After reviewing
the evaluation of QOP (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an effect size of about -.31 for
basic crime outcomes. The program is expensive: the Institute's estimates that a typical
average cost per QOP participant is about $18,964. Overall, from the taxpayer's
perspective, these substantial up-front program costs are not recovered by the reduction in

17
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/promise/Seattle.htm

18 Hawkins, J. David, Catalano, Richard F., Kosterman, Rick, Abbott, Robert, Hill, Karl (1999). "Preventing Adolescent Health-Risk
Behaviors by Strengthening Protection During Childhood." Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine 153: 226-234.
19

http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/model/ten_Quantum.htm
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criminal justice system costs stemming from the lower crime rates: the taxpayer-only net
present value is -$8,855. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims with reduced
future criminality, however, increases the expected net present value to a positive $16,428
per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $1.87 for every dollar spent.

Mentoring The principal evaluation of mentoring in the United States is the study
concerning Big Brothers Big Sisters of America (BBBSA)." Mentoring programs link at-risk
youth with volunteer adults. The mentors act as positive resources for youth who may
otherwise lack such role models. Length of participation can vary from several months to
several years. Contacts usually occur three times monthly, for four hours a visit. Adult
mentors are trained to refer any ancillary needs (i.e. substance abuse treatment, or mental
or physical health concerns) to program personnel for follow up. The existing evaluation of
BBBSA did not measure criminal outcomes directly (the question tested was the "number of
times hit someone"). Therefore, the Institute lowered the estimated effect of BBBSA in its
cost-benefit calculations (from an effect size of -.13 to -.06). The Institute also included the
longitudinal results of the Cambridge-Somerville Youth Study in this summary of mentoring
effects on subsequent crime (see Table IV-K). After reviewing the research findings for the
two mentoring studies, the Institute found an effect size of about -.04 for basic crime
outcomes. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical average cost per mentoring
participant is about $1,054, although this figure apparently does not include the often
substantial costs of volunteer time on the part of the mentora defect in the evaluation
evidence on mentoring. Overall, taxpayers just break-even for this investment: the
taxpayer-only net present value is $225. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims as
a result of the lower expected future crime increases the net present value estimate to
$4,524 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $5.29 for every dollar
spent.

National Job Corps According to the US Department of Labor, the Job Corps program
provides "employment assistance to disadvantaged youths between the ages of 16 and 24.
Job Corps is an intensive, comprehensive program whose major service components
include academic education, vocational training, residential living, health care and health
education, counseling, and job placement assistance....Most Job Corps students reside at
Job Corps centers while training, although about 12 percent are nonresidential students
who live at home....The National Job Corps Study, funded by the U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL), was designed to provide a thorough and rigorous assessment of the impacts of Job
Corps on key participant outcomes. The cornerstone of the study was the random
assignment of all youth found eligible for Job Corps to either a program group or a control
group. Program group members were allowed to enroll in Job Corps; control group
members were not (although they could enroll in other training or education programs)." 21

20
http://www.colorado.eduicspv/blueprints/model/ten_Big.htm

21 Schochet, P. Z., Burghardt, J., and Glazerman, S. (2000). National Job Corps Study: The Short-Term Impacts of Job Corps on
Participants' Employment and Related Outcomes, Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor.
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The Institute used the findings for the 16 and 17 year old youth studied in the evaluation.
After reviewing the national evaluation (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an average
effect size of about -.08 for basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical
average cost per Job Corps participant is about $6,123. Overall, taxpayers do not recover
this cost in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each program participant: the
taxpayer net present value is -$3,818. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims,
however, increases the expected net present value to $1,719 per participant, which is
equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $1.28 for every dollar spent.

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) According to the federal law that established
the JTPA, the act was intended to "prepare youth and unskilled adults for entry into the
labor force and to afford job training to those economically disadvantaged individuals and
other individuals facing serious barriers to employment, who are in special need of such
training, to obtain employment." The US Department of Labor noted that the JTPA
provided "job-training services for economically disadvantaged adults and youth, dislocated
workers and others who face significant employment barriers. Title II-A authorizes training
and services for the economically disadvantaged and others who face significant
employment barriers. Program services include an assessment of an unemployed
individual's needs and abilities and a strategy of services such as classroom training, on-
the-job training, job-search assistance, work experience, counseling, basic skills training
and support services."

The national evaluation of the Act, conducted by ABT Associates,22 reported results for both
youth and older participants; for our review of adolescent programs, we only used the
findings for the young participants. The average effect size was +.10 for basic crime rates,
meaning recidivism rates were, on average, higher for the youthful JTPA participants than
for a randomly assigned control group. We estimate that the additional cost of JTPA
participation is about $1,431 per participant. From the taxpayers perspective, this cost
combines with the increased taxpayer criminal justice system costs for increased crime to
produce a negative bottom line of -$4,562 per participants. Adding the costs that accrue to
crime victims because of the increase in crime further lowers the net present value to -
$12,082.

22 Bloom, H., Orr, L. 0., Cave, G., Bell, S. H., Doolittle, F., and Lin, W. (1994). The National JTPA Study. Overview: Impacts,
Benefits and Costs of Title II-A, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Abt Associates Inc.
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Juvenile Offender Programs

We divide our cost benefit review of juvenile offender programs into two groups: those that
are specific programs, and those that reflect more general types of programs.

Specific "Off the Shelf" Programs

In recent years, something resembling a "market" has started to develop for juvenile
offender programs and some of these approaches are being replicated around the United
States. For our cost-benefit review, we categorized these programs as specific "off the
shelf' programs that follow a prescribed approach to program implementation. These
programs are different from the more generic approaches (discussed below) in that there
are manuals, training protocols, and phone numbers to call. There are now even "brokers"
in this emerging marketplace for juvenile offender programs. For example, the Blueprint
program of the University of Colorado's Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence
serves as an intermediary between program developers and end users. The specific
juvenile offender programs listed on Table 1 include Multisystemic Therapy, Functional
Family Therapy, Aggression Replacement Training, Multidimensional Treatment Foster
Care, and the Adolescent Diversion Project. The economics of these programs are
generally the most attractive of any programs we reviewed in our entire cost-benefit
analysis. Most of these programs are designed for youthful offenders in a juvenile court
setting or, in the case of the Adolescent Diversion Project, as an alternative to juvenile court
processing. There have also been some recent effortsas yet unevaluatedto use these
approaches for juvenile offenders in institutional settings, or as part of the transition from an
institutional setting to the community.

Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST) This is an intensive home-based intervention for chronic,
violent, or substance abusing juvenile offenders, ages 12 to 17. Trained therapists work
with the youth and his or her family. The MST intervention is based on several factors,
including an emphasis on addressing the causes of delinquency. The treatment services
are delivered in the youth's home, school, and community settings, with a strong focus on
treatment adherence and program fidelity. Service duration averages 60 hours of contact
over four months. Each MST therapist works in a team of four therapists and carries a
caseload of four to six families. This brief description of the program is abstracted from the
"Blue Prints" project at the Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence at the University
of Colorado, Boulder.23 Interested readers can visit the Blueprints website to learn more
about this (and other) programs. The Institute's review of national research found that MST
has been rigorously evaluated in several settings, although we would like to see more
replications in diverse settings. After reviewing the evaluations (see Table IV-K), the
Institute found an average effect size of about -.31 for basic recidivism. Based on the
Institute's estimates, a typical average cost per MST participant is about $4,743. Overall,
taxpayers gain approximately $31,661 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each
program participant. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the

23
http: / /www.colorado.edu /cspv/ blueprints /model /ten_Multisys.htm
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expected net present value to $131,918 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-
cost ratio of $28.33 for every dollar spent.

Functional Family Therapy (FFT) This program targets youth, aged 11 to 18, with
problems of delinquency, violence, and substance use. FFT focuses on altering
interactions among family members and seeks to improve the functioning of the family unit.
FFT is provided by individual therapists, typically in the home setting, and focuses on
increasing family problem solving skills, enhancing emotional connection, and strengthening
the parental ability to provide appropriate structure, guidance, and limits to their children.
FFT generally requires 8 to 12 hours of direct service to youth and their families, and
generally no more than 26 hours for the most severe problem situations. As with MST, this
brief description of the FFT is abstracted from the "Blue Prints" project at the Center for the
Study and Prevention of Violence at the University of Colorado, Boulder.' The Institute's
review of national research found that FFT has been evaluated in several settings. After
analyzing the individual FFT research findings (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an
average effect size of about -.25 for basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a
typical average cost per FFT participant is about $2,161. Overall, taxpayers gain
approximately $14,149 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each program
participant. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the expected net
present value to $59,067 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of
$28.81 for every dollar spent.

Aggression Replacement Training (ART)25 This program is a cognitive-behavioral
intervention that attempts to reduce the anti-social behavior, and increase the pro-social
behavior, of juvenile offenders. ART has three components. In the "anger control"
component, participants learn what triggers their anger and how to control their reactions.
The "skill-streaming" behavioral component teaches a series of pro-social skills through
modeling, role playing, and performance feedback. In the "moral reasoning" component,
participants work through cognitive conflict through "dilemma" discussion groups. The
program is run in groups of 8 to 10 juvenile offenders, which helps keep the per participant
cost lower than individually-focused interventions. The Institute's review of ART research
found only a few evaluations of these programs (see Table IV-K). Using the Institute's
weighting scheme to combine the study results, the evaluations have an average effect size
of -.18 for basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical average cost per
ART participant for this group-based intervention is about $738. Overall, taxpayers gain
approximately $8,287 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each program
participant. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the expected net
present value to $33,143 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of
$45.91 for every dollar spent.

Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (MTFC) is an alternative to group residential
placement for high-risk and chronic juvenile offenders. Youth are placed with two trained
and supervised foster parents for six to 12 months, and the youth's parents participate in

24 http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/model/ten_Function.htm
25

http://www.wa.gov/wsipp/crime/cjaa/Programs/program.html#ART
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family therapy. Near the end of the child's stay, the youth and his or her parents participate
together in family therapy. The intervention is intensive, with at most two, and usually one,
youth placed in the foster family. Families are recruited, trained, and closely supervised.
MTFC-placed adolescents are given treatment and intensive supervision at home, in
school, and in the community; clear and consistent limits with follow-through on
consequences; positive reinforcement for appropriate behavior; a relationship with a
mentoring adult; and separation from delinquent peers. MTFC training for community
families emphasizes behavior management methods to provide the youth with a structured
and therapeutic living environment. (As with MST and FFT, this brief description of the
MTFC is abstracted from the "Blue Prints" project at the Center for the Study and Prevention
of Violence at the University of Colorado, Boulder.") After reviewing the two evaluations of
MTFC (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an effect size of about -.37 for basic recidivism.
A typical cost per MTFC participant is $2,052. Note that this cost is the net difference
between a placement in MTFC versus a regular group home situation; this cost could vary
significantly depending on the resource it displaces. Overall, taxpayers gain approximately
$21,836 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each program participant. Adding
the benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the expected net present value to
$87,622 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $43.70 for every
dollar spent. Note that there is some uncertainty in these estimates about the net cost of
the program itself (assumed to be $2,052 in this analysis). Even if the actual cost is
considerably higher, however, the underlying economics of this approach are likely to be
favorable given the substantial positive results reported here.

The Adolescent Diversion Project (ADP) This program stems from research
experiments conducted in the 1970s and 1980s where youth were diverted from the juvenile
court to prevent labeling as "delinquent." ADP "change agents" (usually college students)
work with youth in their environment to provide community resources and initiate behavioral
change. Change agents are trained in a behavioral model (contracting, with rewards written
into actual contracts between youth and other significant persons in the youth's
environment) and to become advocates for community resources. Youth and change
agents are matched, whenever possible, on race and gender. The evaluation results are for
males only. After reviewing the ADP evaluations (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an
average effect size of about -.27 for basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a
typical average cost per ADP participant is about $1,138. Overall, taxpayers gain
approximately $5,720 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each program
participant. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the expected net
present value to $27,212 per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of
$24.91 for every dollar spent.

General Types of Juvenile Offender Programs

Other programs for juvenile offenders have not developed to the "market-like" stage of the
programs just described. For these programs, we categorized the existing evaluations into
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logical groupings of programs; for example, we summarize the results, using the meta-
analytic procedures described in Section III of this report, of the existing studies on juvenile
intensive probation and intensive parole. We then estimate the economics for these
general approaches given the strength of the research evidence behind them. One effect of
this generalizing process is to mask some of the individual differences of particular
programs. Not all intensive supervision programs, for example, are the same. Our results,
therefore, should be interpreted as statements about the economic effect of the average
approach for each category studied. As with any average, some programs will do better
than the average, while some will do worse. The purpose of these categories is to estimate
the expected effect of different types of programs given the evidence of all programs that
have been tried and evaluated.27 As the following results indicate, the economics of some
approaches appear promising, while some do not.

Diversion with Services (vs Regular Juvenile Court Processing) The Institute
conducted a meta-analysis of 13 studies that focused on juvenile court diversion programs
where providing services to the youth was an important element. These programs are
usually designed for low risk, first time juvenile offenders who would otherwise have their
cases handled formally in the juvenile court. This is a diverse set of programs that include
citizen accountability boards and counseling services provided by other social service
agencies.28 After reviewing the evaluations (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an average
effect size of about -.05 for basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical
average cost per program participant is a negative $127; that is, the added cost of a
diversion service is, on average, cheaper than the cost of normal juvenile court processing.
Overall, taxpayers gain approximately $1,470 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for
each program participant. Adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the
expected net present value to $5,679 per participant.

Intensive Supervision
that

We found 20 evaluations of juvenile intensive
supervision programs that met our minimum research design standards (see Table IV-K).
For our cost-benefit analysis, we divided this set of studies into three types:

Intensive probation supervision vs. regular probation caseloads (7 studies)
Intensive parole supervision vs. regular parole caseloads (7 studies)
Intensive probation as an alternative to incarceration (6 studies)

The evidence on intensive probation and parole indicates that these types of programs can,
on average, have a small reduction in recidivism rates compared to regular probation or
parole. The effect sizes from our analysis of the evaluations of intensive probation and
parole vs. regular caseloads were similar at -.05 and -.04, respectively. We estimate that
the extra costs of these two approaches (i.e., the costs in excess of the cost of regular
supervision) are also similar, at about $2,500 per offender. Given these parameters, the
economics of these programs produce net present values that roughly pay the taxpayer
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For technical readers, for each of the meta-analyses we perform on these program areas, we calculate homogeneity tests, see

Table VI-A.
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Some evidence on other types of diversion programs, shown in Table IV-K, include diversion without services (simple release) vs
regular court processing, and diversion with services vs. simple release.
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back for the extra cost, and they produce gains of $5,000 to $6,000 per participant when the
benefits to crime victims are considered. The equivalent benefit-to-cost ratios are about $4
of benefits per dollar of cost. These rate-of-return numbers are considerably lower than
those for the specific "off the shelf" treatment programs described above, but they do
demonstrate economics that are more attractive than regular probation and parole services.

There have also been attempts to use juvenile probation supervision as an alternative to
incarceration; we found six evaluations of this approach that met our minimum research
design standards. The average effect of the programs was zero; that is, on average there
was no difference in recidivism rates between those juveniles incarcerated and those
placed on intensive probation. It was cheaper, however, to use probation instead of
incarceration; we estimate the difference at about $18,478 per youth diverted. With no
apparent difference in recidivism rates, the net present value becomes the $18,000 to
$19,000 in savings.

Coordinated Services" We found four evaluations of programs for juvenile offenders
where the "treatment" was devoting resources to coordinating existing multi-agency
resources in the community and focusing those resources on the youth. The purpose of
this intervention approach is to use existing resources in the community more effectively.
This approach has sometimes been called "wraparound" services. After reviewing the four
evaluations (see Table IV-K), the Institute found an average effect size of about -.14 for
basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical average cost per participant
for this brokerage-advocacy service is about $603. Overall, taxpayers gain approximately
$3,131 in subsequent criminal justice cost savings for each program participant. Adding the
benefits that accrue to crime victims increases the expected net present value to $14,831
per participant, which is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $25.59 for every dollar spent.

Juvenile Boot Camps The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) funded demonstration programs at three sites to develop prototypical boot camp
and aftercare programs for male juvenile offenders (Cleveland, Denver, and Mobile).
According to OJJDP, the programs were intended to: serve as a cost-effective alternative to
institutionalization; promote discipline through physical conditioning and teamwork; instill
moral values and a work ethic; promote literacy and increase academic achievement;
reduce drug and alcohol abuse; encourage participants to become productive law-abiding
citizens; and ensure that offenders are held accountable for their actions. Our review of the
ten existing evaluations of juvenile boot camps (the three federal projects as well as seven
boot camps in California and Florida, see Table IV-K) indicated that, relative to comparison
groups, juvenile offenders in these programs had higher, not lower, subsequent recidivism
rates. The average effect size was a positive .10, meaning recidivism rates were, on
average, about 10 percent higher for boot camp participants compared to juvenile offenders
who went through regular juvenile institutional facilities. We estimate that these boot camps
are cheaper up front (hence the negative $15,424 shown on Table 1, Column (3), but the
increased costs to taxpayers and crime victims associated with the higher recidivism rates
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more than offset the up-front taxpayer savings. This produced an expected negative bottom
line of $3,587 per boot camp participant.

Scared Straight Type Programs We found eight existing evaluations of these programs
(see Table IV-K). These programs typically take young juvenile offenders to an adult prison
where they are lectured by adult offenders about how their life will turn out if they don't
change their ways. The Institute's review of studies found an average effect size of +.13 for
basic recidivism, meaning that recidivism rates were, on average, about 13 percent higher
for scared straight type program participants compared to juvenile offenders who went
through regular juvenile case processing. We estimated a nominal per participant cost of
about $50 to run a scared straight type program. Overall, because of the higher expected
recidivism, taxpayers lose approximately $6,572 in increased subsequent criminal justice
costs for each program participant. Adding the increased costs that accrue to crime victims
from the higher recidivism rates increases the negative expected net present value to
$24,531 per participant.

Other Family-Based Therapy Approaches We found six evaluations (see Table IV-K) of
programs for juvenile offenders that employed a family-based approach to counseling,
somewhat similar to the approaches taken in MST and FFT, as described earlier. These
programs differ from each other, but are grouped for this cost-benefit analysis because the
underlying approach involved working with both the youth and his or her family members.
After analyzing these six studies using meta-analytic techniques, the Institute found an
average effect size of about -.17 for basic recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimate of
what these diverse programs might cost, a typical average cost per program participant is
about $1,537. With these parameters, taxpayers gain approximately $7,113 in subsequent
criminal justice cost savings for each program participant. Adding the benefits that accrue
to crime victims increases the expected net present value to $30,936 per participant, which
is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $21.13 for every dollar spent. The result for this
class of programs is general and suggestive only. Since the positive economics of these
family-based approaches is similar to those of the specific MST and FFT programs, it
provides additional evidence that the focus on family-based therapy for certain types of
juvenile offenders makes economic sense.

Juvenile Sex Offender Treatment In the last few years several evaluations have been
published on programs for juvenile sex offenders (see Table IV-K). Most of these programs
are of recent origin and follow primarily a cognitive-behavioral approach to treatment. After
meta-analyzing the five evaluations we located on this topic, the Institute found an average
effect size of about -.12 for basic recidivism, but with a fairly wide error range around this
average effect (standard error = .10). This increases the uncertainty about the
effectiveness of this form of treatment and points to the need for more research studies in
this area. Based on the Institute's estimates, a typical average cost per participant is
assumed to be about $9,920. At this price, taxpayers lose approximately $3,119 per
participant, but, adding the benefits that accrue to crime victims, the bottom line turns
positive with an expected net present value of $23,602 per participant, which is equivalent
to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $3.38 for every dollar spent. As will be discussed in the latter
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section on adult sex offender treatment, sex offenders tend to specialize in sex re-offenses
when they re-offend. We found for the juvenile sex offender studies considered here that
the programs have more of an effect on sex offense re-offense rates (effect size -.17) than
on overall re-offense rates (effect size -.12). The Institute's cost benefit model takes this
into account when it calculates the benefits of crime reduction, as described in the above
economic estimates. At this time, the expected economic bottom line for cognitive-
behavioral programs for juvenile sex offenders appears positive, but more research is
needed to confirm the efficacy of these early results.

Adult Offender Programs

We categorized the large program evaluation literature for adult offenders into four broad
areas, along with a miscellaneous category of programs (see Table IV-K). We separately
analyzed drug treatment programs, sex-offender treatment programs, two types of
intermediate sanctions (intensive supervision and boot camps), two types of specific
cognitive-behavioral programs, and several other programs including work release, basic
education, vocational education, and correctional industries programs.

Adult Offender Drug Treatment Programs

We divided the adult offender drug treatment evaluation literature into eight subcategories
based on the type and location of drug treatment delivery.

In-Prison Therapeutic Community, Without Community Aftercare
In-Prison Therapeutic Community, With Community Aftercare
Non-Prison Therapeutic Community
In-Prison Non-residential Substance Abuse Treatment
Drug Courts
Case Management Substance Abuse Programs
Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment
Drug Treatment Programs in Jails

Before discussing these areas individually, we offer this general finding regarding drug
treatment for adult offenders. Generally, drug treatment for adult offenders works to lower
criminal recidivism rates. The degree to which recidivism is reduced is not largesingle
digit, not double digit, percentage reductions in recidivism rates should be expected.
Nonetheless, with treatment typically costing about $2,500 per participant, the net
economics of drug treatment appear positive, on average. The programs roughly break
even from a taxpayer-only perspective and, including the benefits crime victims receive
when recidivism rates are reduced, the programs typically produce about three dollars in
benefits per dollar of cost.
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In-Prison Therapeutic Community, Without Community Aftercare This approach
provides a separate residential facility within a prison and incorporates the basic
approaches employed in the therapeutic community (TC) mode of drug treatment.
Therapeutic community programs involve group and individual interaction, including peer
counseling, confrontation, cognitive and behavioral restructuring, recovery education, and
12-step activities. The effects measured here are for in-prison TC treatment only, without
follow-up community "aftercare" treatment once an offender is released from prison. The
Institute located five study results that we include in our meta-analysis of this approach to
drug treatment. The effect size for crime outcomes was relatively small (-.05). We estimate
that the additional cost of a TC (that is, above normal incarceration costs) is about $2,604
per participant. In all of our analyses, participants include those that complete and those
that dropout of the program. The net economics of this approach appear marginally
attractive. As shown on columns (4) and (5) of Table 1, the expected reduction in
recidivism rates is not sufficient to pay taxpayers back for the $2,604 costthe net present
value is a minus $899. Viewed from the broader perspective that includes taxpayer and
crime victim benefits, however, this approach does appear to have a positive economics
returning a net $2,365 per participant (this produces a benefit to cost ratio of $1.91 of
benefits per dollar of cost).

In-Prison Therapeutic Community, With Community Aftercare This drug treatment
approach includes the in-prison TC discussed above, but also provides follow-up drug
treatment (usually outpatient) once the offender is released to the community. In our meta-
analysis of this approach, we located 11 study effects that measured this approach and that
met our minimum research design standards. We found that the addition of community
aftercare increases the expected effect size (to -.08, up from the -.05 for the TC without
aftercare) and increases the cost of the treatment program to $3,100. The rather small
increase in costs and treatment effectiveness reflects the difficulty that some programs have
had in keeping released offenders in the community aftercare component of the treatment ,

package. Our analysis measures the costs and effectiveness of program completers and
non-completers. Thus, to the degree that programs fail to maintain high treatment
participation rates in the community aftercare component, both the costs and benefits will
tend toward the TC approach that does not include community aftercare. Based on our
analysis, we expect the economics of this TC-aftercare approach to be better than the TC-
only approach. Taxpayers are almost paid back for their initial investment (the net present
value is -$243 per participant) and the broader societal view that includes crime victim
benefits produces an expected net present value of $5,230 per participant (producing a
benefit-to-cost ratio of $2.69 of benefits per dollar of cost). The increased number of
studies that have measured this approach, and the degree to which the analyzed results
converge, increases the confidence that can be placed in these findings.

Non-Prison Therapeutic Community We found only two evaluations of TCs for offenders
that were not prison-based. These community-based facilities were additions to existing
community-based offender facilities, typically work-release facilities. This is important,
because the cost of a free-standing community-based TC would be considerably higher
than what we have estimated here. Our analysis of the two studies revealed an impressive
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average effect size (-.17) but, because there are only two studies, a wide error band around
this mean effect must be considered (standard error of .10). Since a 95 percent confidence
interval would include the possibility of a zero effect, a considerable amount of uncertainty
should be included in the assessment of the effects shown here. Nonetheless, if a non-
prison TC costing about $2,000 per offender can achieve an effect of -.17 on recidivism
rates, then the economics of this approach appear quite attractive. The net present values
would range from $4,110 per participant from the taxpayer-only perspective to $15,836
including crime victim benefits. The later net present value is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost
ratio of $8.87 of benefits per dollar of cost.

In-Prison Non-residential Substance Abuse Treatment A diverse collection of
treatment interventions for substance abusing offenders have operated in prisons, including
drug education, group and individual therapy, and relapse prevention. The programs are
usually non-residential (that is, inmates receiving treatment are not housed in separate
quarters), and the length of treatment ranges from several weeks to approximately six
months. We found five studies that met the Institute's minimum research design standards
to include in our meta-analysis of this program area. The economics of this general
approach to treatment appear positive: the average effect size was -.09 and, at an
estimated cost of $1,500 per participant, the net present values range from $1,672 per
participant from the taxpayer-only perspective to $7,748 including crime victim benefits.
The later net present value is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $6.17 of benefits per
dollar of cost

Drug Courts First introduced in Dade County, Florida in 1989, a typical drug court targets
non-violent offenders whose current involvement with the criminal justice system stems
primarily from substance addiction. Defendants eligible for a drug court are identified soon
after arrest and, if accepted, are referred to a treatment program. The court usually
requires several contacts per week (often daily) with a treatment provider. Frequent
urinalysis tests and regular status hearings with the drug court judge are key elements.
Many drug courts require participants to maintain employment and honor financial
obligations, including court fees and child support, as well as performing community service.

There have been an increasing number of evaluations of drug courts in recent years. We
were able to include 26 effects of drug courts, although a number of these stem from one
researcher's (Goldkamp 99) multi-cohort review of two drug courts. In our meta-analysis,
we included each of these cohorts as separate trials even though they probably are not as
independent as evaluations of separate courts by several different researchers. Our
analysis revealed an expected effect size of -.08 with a fairly small standard error (.02)
indicating a reasonable and significant level of confidence in the average result. With an
estimated average price tag of $2,562 per participant, drug courts are expected to almost
break even from a taxpayer's perspective (-$109 in column 4 of Table 1) and produce
$4,691 in net benefits per participant when crime victim benefits are included in the
economic bottom line. The later net present value is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of
$2.83 of benefits per dollar of cost.
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Case Management Substance Abuse Programs Offenders in the community are often
referred to substance abuse treatment through a case management program, which
provides a liaison between the criminal justice system and treatment programs. These
programs usually assess offender needs, provide a monitoring function, and either provide
or refer offenders to services. Community-based treatment usually involves outpatient
substance abuse treatment and, to a lesser extent, residential treatment. The Institute's
review of national research found twelve evaluations of these programs (that met our
minimum research design standards), many with strong research designs. Using the
Institute's weighting scheme to combine the study results, the evaluations have an average
effect size of -.03 for recidivism, essentially no effect. The standard error on this average
effect is also .03 indicating that the true average effect could be zero. We estimate that the
average case management program costs $2,204 per participant (including treatment
costs). At this price, taxpayers lose $1,050 in criminal justice system benefits for every
dollar spent. Including crime victim benefits increases the net present value to a positive
$1,230, equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $1.56 of benefits per dollar of cost.

Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment Community-based treatment for
offenders usually involves outpatient substance abuse treatment and, to a lesser extent,
residential treatment, with a limited number of offenders participating in methadone
maintenance programs. The Institute's review of the national research found only three
evaluations of community substance abuse treatment programs that were independent of
case management programs. The average effect size for these three evaluations was -.07
but the standard error (.05) was large relative to the -.07 average, which means that the
effect may not be significantly different from zero. Nonetheless, taken at the expected
average effect size, and at an estimated cost of $2,198 per participant, the economics
appear positive: the taxpayer's net present value just breaks even (+$237) and increases to
$5,048 when the crime victim perspective is included. The later net present value is
equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $3.30 of benefits per dollar of cost.

Drug Treatment Programs in Jails We were able to locate seven studies of drug
treatment programs in jails. Since jail populations in Washington have grown considerably
in recent years, this is an area where more research would especially be helpful. The
seven studies produced an effect size of -.05 using meta-analysis. We estimate that jail
programs are relatively cheap, perhaps due to the shorter stay of jail inmates. At an
estimated cost of $1,172 per participant, the economics appear positive: the taxpayer's net
present value just breaks even (+$373) and increases to $3,361 when the crime victim
perspective is included. The later net present value is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of
$3.87 of benefits per dollar of cost.
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Adult Sex-Offender Treatment Programs

The Institute studied the sex offender evaluation treatment literature by separately analyzing
several different five types of sex offender treatment." These categories include:

Cognitive-behavioral sex offender treatment
Psychotherapeutic approaches
Behavioral approaches
Chemical treatment
Surgical treatment

In Section IV, Table K, we list the citations and summarize the results of each evaluation
study. For this cost-benefit review, however, we only estimated the effects and the
economics of cognitive-behavioral sex offender treatment programs. This treatment
modality has emerged as the principal type of sex offender treatment and most recent
evaluations of sex-offender treatment has been conducted on this type of program. The
cognitive-behavioral approach targets reducing deviant arousal, increasing appropriate
sexual desires, improving social skills, and modifying distorted thinking. The treatment
occurs both in-prison and in the community.

The Institute's review of the international research found that relatively few sex offender
programs have been evaluated, and fewer still have a strong research design. Using the
Institute's weighting scheme to combine the seven studies that met our minimum research
design requirements, the evaluations have an average effect size of -.11 (standard error
.05) for overall recidivism, and a slightly higher effect size (-.13, standard error .04) for sex
crime recidivism. This difference is taken into account when the Institute calculates the
costs and benefits.

We estimate that the typical cognitive-behavioral sex offender treatment program costs
about $6,246 per participant. At that price, taxpayers don't break even (-$788 net present
value per participant). There is, however, a substantial positive benefit when the crime
victim perspective is included. The total estimated net present value is $19,534 per
programs participant, producing a benefit to cost ratio of $4.13 of benefits per dollar spent
on the typical program. The reason the benefits increase quickly when the crime victim
perspective is included is that sex offenders tend to specialize in sex offenses," which are
very costly to crime victims. Thus when sex treatment programs are successful in lowering
recidivism rates, especially sex offense recidivism rates, the benefits to society increase.

Our conclusion is that the average cognitive-behavioral sex offender treatment program is
cost-beneficial. That is, compared to not treating sex offenders with this approach, the
typical cognitive-behavioral sex offender treatment program saves more than it costs.
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Adult Offender Intermediate Sanctions

The Institute analyzed the effects of two types of intermediate sanctions for adult offenders:
intensive supervision and boot camps. There are other types of sanctions that fall under the
intermediate sanction classification, but we have yet to include the limited national research
evaluating these approaches in our cost-benefit analysis."

Intensive Supervision Programs We found 28 evaluations of intensive supervision
programs that met our minimum research design standards. For our cost-benefit analysis,
we subdivided this set of studies into three types:

Surveillance-oriented intensive supervision (19 studies)
Treatment-oriented intensive supervision (6 studies)
Intensive supervision as an alternative to prison (3 studies)

As indicated by these numbers, most of the evaluation work in this area has been on the
surveillance-oriented intensive supervision programs where the primary focus of the
approach is lower supervision caseloads for probation or parole officers. There are far
fewer evaluation of programs where a primary emphasis has been on some type of
treatment program or service delivery. Of the six studies we included in this category, some
had a treatment focus but probably did not actually do very much treatment, at least as
measured by the average cost of the programs compared to regular intensive supervision
parole programs. There have been a very small number of experiments (three that we
could find that also met our research design standards) using intensive supervision as an
alternative to incarceration.

From our meta-analysis of these three approaches, we found a small non-significant effect
size for surveillance-oriented intensive supervision (-.03), a larger effect size for treatment-
oriented intensive supervision (-.10), and a zero effect size for intensive supervision as an
alternative to prison. The economics of these approaches are quite different. We estimate
that surveillance-oriented intensive supervision costs about $3,296 more per offender (than
regular supervision). The average treatment-oriented intensive supervision program
evaluated increased this incremental cost to $3,811 per offender (again, compared to
regular supervision). When intensive supervision is used as an alternative to prison, there
is an immediate, up-front cost savings since supervision in the community if cheaper than
incarceration. We estimate this to be an up-front cost savings of $5,925 per offender,
although this would vary widely by the particular program.

These program cost estimates, together with the estimated effect sizes on subsequent
criminal activity, determine the bottom-line estimates of costs and benefits for these
programs. The economics of surveillance-oriented intensive supervision are not attractive:
Taxpayers lose $2,250 per participant and losses are still evident when the crime victims
perspective is included. This means that the relatively-small reduction in average recidivism

32
We have not, for example, completed cost-benefit meta-analyses of other intermediate sanctions such as electronic home

monitoring, day reporting, or fines (some of the research studies in these areas, however, are listed in Table IV-K in this report).
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rates (the -.03 effect size) associated with this approach do not counteract the $3,296
increased cost of these programs, leaving the overall economic bottom line at a negative
$384 per offender, equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of 88 cents of benefits per dollar of
cost.

Treatment-oriented intensive supervision programs, on the other hand, apparently do
produce positive economic results. The expected crime reduction effect size (-.10) more
that offsets the up-front increase in costs ($3,811 per offender) leaving roughly a break-
even condition for taxpayers (-$459) and a positive overall net present value of $5,520,
equivalent to a benefit-to-cost ratio of $2.45 of benefits per dollar of cost.

The three studies of intensive supervision as an alternative to incarceration found no
average effect on recidivism rates, but the supervision was cheaper (roughly $6,000) than
incarceration. Since there was no effect on crime, the net result is a positive economic
bottom line of about $6,000 per offender from both the taxpayers and combined taxpayer-
crime victim perspectives.

Adult Boot Camps We found 11 evaluations that met our research design criteria to be
included in our meta-analysis of adult boot camps (see Table IV-K for a listing of the
studied). The average effect size for these evaluations is zero, that is, there is, on average,
no expected change in recidivism rates for the adult boot camp participants compared to
those processed with regular incarceration. Boot camps are, however, cheaper than
regular incarceration, on average. The degree to which they are cheaper depends on the
resources that boots camps avoid. If a boot camp is a true alterative to incarceration, then
we estimate the up-front savings to be $9,725 per offender. If, however, the boot camp is
used only as a partial diversion to treatment (that is, the boot camp is used for some
offenders who would have otherwise not gone to prison), then the savings are less. On
Table 1, we show these economics for the full prison-diversion boot camp, and for a boot
camp that in practice only diverts 75 percent of the participants from prison. This 75
percent figure was found to reflect the actual experience in several typical boot camp
evaluations.33 With no apparent effect of subsequent recidivism rates, the bottom line
economics simply measure the degree to which the camps are cheaper than regular
incarceration. The range of net benefits appear to be somewhere between $10,000 per
boot camp participant for a true diversion from prison to $3,500 of net benefit for a partial
diversion from prison.

Cognitive Behavioral Programs

The Institute studied the evaluation research on two specific cognitive-behavioral programs,
Moral Reconation Therapy, and Reasoning and Rehabilitation. Moral Reconation Therapy
(MRT) is a cognitive-behavioral program designed for treatment-resistant populations. The
program involves a step-by-step process designed to raise offenders from low to high levels
of moral development in order to reduce the chances of subsequent criminal behavior.
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Reasoning and Rehabilitation (R&R) is a program designed to teach social-cognitive skills
to offenders. It is based on the premise that offenders lack the cognitive skills and attitudes
essential for social competence and that acquiring such skills will better enable them to
achieve success in legitimate pursuits and withstand pressures toward criminal behavior.
The central goals are to modify offenders' impulsive, rigid, and illogical thinking patterns in
favor of thought before action and consideration of behavioral consequences. Since MRT
and R&R are both conducted by correctional staff in group settings, the cost per participant
is low, about $300 per offender. We analyzed the eight studies of MRT and the six studies
of R&R that met our minimum research standards and found similar effect sizes of -.08 and
-.07. These effect sizes, coupled with the low cost of the programs, produce attractive and
similar economic bottom lines of about $2,400 in net taxpayer-only benefits per participant
and about $7,500 in net benefits per participant when the crime victim perspective is added.

Other Adult Offender Program Types

In our cost-benefit review, we include five other types of programs that have been tried and
evaluated for adult offenders.

Work-release programs
Job counseling/search for inmates leaving prison
In-prison adult basic education
In-prison vocational education
Correctional industries programs

Work Release Programs Work release programs permit selected prisoners (or, in some
cases, jail inmates) nearing the end of their terms to work in the community, returning to
prison or community residential facilities for the non-working hours. The programs are
designed to prepare inmates to return to the community in a relatively controlled
environment. Work release also allows inmates to earn income, reimburse the state for part
of their confinement, build up savings for their eventual release, and acquire more positive
living habits.

We only identified two studies of work release programs, one of which evaluated
Washington's program. The average effect size for the two programs is -.03, but the
variation is wide (standard error .11) so the difference is clearly not significantly different
than zero. The Washington study also conducted a cost analysis and found that the work
release group cost, on average, $456 more per offender than those not exiting prison
through the work release facilitya non-significant finding. With such a small incremental
cost, if a work release program can reliably achieve even a -.03 effect size on recidivism,
then our analysis indicates that the program would roughly break even with taxpayers
(+$507 net present value) and would be attractive rom the combined taxpayer-crime victim
perspective, earning a net present value of $2,351 per participant, equivalent to a benefit-to-
cost ratio of $6.16 of benefits per dollar of cost.
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Job Counseling & Job Search for Inmates Leaving Prison Efforts to improve the labor
market performance of ex-offenders are based on the theory that employed ex-offenders
are less likely to commit new crimes. One class of programs focuses on job search and
employment counseling. In general, these programs attempt to link offenders with certain
marketable skills to specific employers. The Institute found evaluations of six programs
where a primary component was job search and counseling.

Overall, using the Institute's meta-analysis procedures, the six evaluations have an average
effect size of about -.04 for basic recidivism. The typical programs are fairly cheap, costing
an estimated $772 per participant. Given these assumptions, taxpayers gain approximately
$625 in subsequent criminal justice costs for each program participant. Adding the crime
victim's perspective increases the net present value to $3,300 per participant, equivalent to
a benefit-to-cost ratio of $5.28 of benefits per dollar of cost.

Adult Basic Education A premise of adult basic education is that many inmates lack
basic abilities in reading, writing, and mathematics and if these skills are increased,
offenders may have a better chance of avoiding criminal behavior when released from
prison.

The Institute's review of the national research found that this hypotheses has not been
extensively or rigorously evaluated. Only three evaluations met the Institute's minimum
research quality standards. From these few studies, however, we found a significant effect
size of about -.11 for recidivism: The average cost per participant in Washington's program
is $1,972. We estimate the bottom line to taxpayers to be $1,852 to taxpayers and $9,176
including the perspective of crime victims. The later figure is equivalent to a benefit-to-cost
ratio of $5.65 of benefits per dollar of cost.

In-Prison Vocational Education Many adult offenders in the criminal justice system have
poor job market skills and records. Vocational education for inmates is intended to improve
the liklihood of post-prison employment and thereby decrease the chance of subsequent
criminal activity. Vocational education can include, for example, improving work-related
math skills for the automotive or construction trades. Some programs offer in-prison
apprenticeships and an accreditation element that can make it easier for offenders to obtain
trade licenses.

The Institute's review of the evaluation research found very few published studies that have
measured the effect of this strategy on criminal recidivism. Moreover, most studies used
fairly weak research designs, making it difficult to generalize the findings. However, of the
two evaluations that met minimum research quality standards, the Institute found a
significant effect size of about -.13 for recidivism. Based on the Institute's estimates, a
typical average cost per participant for Washington's vocational education program is
$1,960. Overall, taxpayers gain approximately $2,835 in subsequent criminal justice costs
for each program participant. Counting the crime victim's benefits increases the expected
net present value to $12,017 for each program participant, for a combined taxpayer and
crime victim benefit of $7.13 for every dollar spent.
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Correctional Industries We found only three well-designed studies that have examined
the effect that correctional industry programs have on criminal recidivism. From these three
studies we found a significant effect size of -.08 for basic recidivism. We calculate a cost of
a correctional industries program to be about $1,800 per participant, although this figure is
quite rough since it is difficult to cost out these programs and the individual evaluations did
not quantify program costs. With these parameters, the bottom-line economics for these
programs appear attractive, producing net present values of $1,147 and $9,413 from the
taxpayer and combine taxpayer-crime victim perspectives, respectively. The cost-benefit
ratio associated with the last figure is equivalent to $6.23 of benefits per dollar of cost.
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SECTION III: Technical Description of the Model

This section describes the details and results of the analytical model developed by the
Washington State Institute for Public Policy to estimate the costs and benefits of prevention
and intervention programs. This report is a snapshot of the Institute's model as of May
2001. The analytical effort described here is a "work in progress" and new information is
regularly added to improve the Institute's estimates of the costs and benefits. Several
refinements and extensions of the current model are planned for 2001-02 and are
discussed briefly.

The Institute's approach to producing estimates of costs and benefits involves five basic
steps, each of which is described in this Section.

Step 1: What worksand what doesn'tto lower crime? To calculate the
"research proven" effect (or lack of effect) that programs have in reducing crime, the
Institute uses standard quantitative procedures to review the empirical evidence from
outcome evaluations. Our review employs meta-analytic techniques to produce
estimates of the "effect sizes" of different types of programs. Effect sizes are
statistical summaries indicating the degree to which a program has been shown to
change the frequency, type, and timing of an outcome, in this case, criminal
behavior. The Institute makes several adjustments to these effect sizes to reflect the
quality of the research design that produced the evaluation evidence; the sample
size in a study; whether the treatment group in an evaluation included program
completers and dropouts; whether an evaluation used multivariate analysis to
estimate program effects; and whether an evaluation was performed on a "real
world" program.

Step 2: What long-run information is known about populations to which a
program could be applied? Program evaluations typically have relatively short
follow-up periodsoften just one or two yearsover which effects are evaluated.
The goal of the Institute's cost-benefit analysis, however, is to ascertain the long-run
costs and benefits of different program and policy alternatives. Fortunately,
additional information is available that can be used to provide reasonable estimates
of the long-run costs and benefits of programs. In particular, long-run recidivism
studies produce valuable information about the quantity, type, and timing of future
criminality of offenders to which alternative programs might be applied. This
information can be used in conjunction with the results of the analysis in Step 1 to
improve estimates of the long-run effects that programs can be expected to have on
future criminality.

Step 3: What is the value to taxpayers and crime victims of reducing crime by
one unit? The product of Steps 1 and 2 is an estimate of the number of crimes that
can be avoided with a program or policy over a long-run time frame. Step 3
estimates the value to taxpayers and crime victims of avoiding an additional unit of
crime. The cost of crime to taxpayers is estimated by modeling the marginal
operating and capital costs of Washington's state and local government criminal
justice system, and the way in which juvenile and adult criminal cases are processed
in Washington. The costs incurred by crime victims are obtained from national
sources.
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Step 4: What do different approaches cost? A cost-benefit analysis requires
information about the cost of implementing policies or providing program services.
For each program or policy, these costs are estimated.

Step 5: What are the comparative costs and benefits of programs? The first
four steps are then combined to produce standard economic statistics that describe
the relative costs and benefits of different approaches available to policy makers in
Washington. The estimated annual flows of costs and benefits are summarized as
net present values, benefit/cost ratios, and internal rates of return. At this stage, an
analysis of the sensitivity of key estimates and assumptions is also performed. The
bottom line is an estimate of the expected rate of return of different options and the
relative risk of those returns.

The model is a spreadsheet-based application that runs in Microsoft Excel 2000© with
Visual Basic for Applications. The sensitivity analysis, which employs a Monte Carlo
simulation technique, uses Palisade's @RISK© software.

Section III of this report discusses each of the five steps in detail. The tables presented in
Section IV represent the current set of inputs and outputs of the overall model; these tables
are referred to in the five Steps discussed in this section. Additionally, in Step 5, the entire
set of cost-benefit calculations are demonstrated for one particular program.
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Step 1 of 5: What Worksand What Doesn'tTo Lower Crime? A
meta-analysis of the effect that programs have on reducing crime.

The purpose of the Institute's model is to estimate the comparative costs and benefits of
different programs and policies that try to affect the crime rate. The first step in the overall
modeling effort provides a quantitative estimate of the degree to which a program or policy
can be expected to influence outcomes. The Institute uses standard meta-analytic methods
to obtain these estimates. Information is gathered from available program evaluations;
adjustments are made to account for the quality of an evaluation's research design, its
sample size, and the whether the evaluation was conducted on a "real world" program; and
effect sizes are calculated for program- and policy-relevant program evaluation findings.

Step 1.1 Obtaining Program Evaluation Information The Institute gathers program
evaluations from a wide variety of sources. The Institute locates studies that are published
in peer-reviewed journals as well as other studies not published in journals. The later group
includes studies from government or private agency sources. The citations reported in
other narrative and meta-analytic reviews help in locating many studies. The Internet has
been an increasingly valuable tool in searching for and retrieving evaluations of programs,
especially as more research organizations post their findings on the web.

To date, the Institute has concentrated its review of the outcome evaluation literature on the
following areas:

Early Childhood Programs,
Middle Childhood and Adolescent (Non-Juvenile Offender) Programs,
Juvenile Offender Programs, and
Adult Offender Programs.

Within each of these broad areas, the Institute organizes individual evaluations into policy-
relevant topics, such as early childhood education programs, adult drug courts, cognitive-
behavioral programs for juvenile sex offenders, and so on. Some meta-analytic groupings
are for very specific "off-the shelf" programs such as those identified as "Blueprint"
programs by the University of Colorado's Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence.34

While we believe our current review covers a substantial portion of the existing evaluation
research in these five areas, it is likely that we have missed some studies. We built this
literature review, however, so that as new evaluations are completed, or as previous studies
are discovered, the cost-benefit review can be quickly updated. Thus, the "program
inventory" in this report provides an expandable base of evaluation information to assist
Washington State policy makers and program designers.

At present, the Institute's review does not include the full range of criminal justice topics.
We omit, for example, research on the effectiveness of policing levels and deployment
strategies and the effect of deterrence and incapacitation in sentencing policies. As more
research is undertaken both in Washington and elsewhere, our cost-benefit analysis can be
extended to encompass these and other areas of interest to policy makers.

34
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/
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Currently, our review concentrates on evaluations that measure a program's effects on
criminality. Many programs have additional or alternative goals. For example, the primary
goals of some prevention programs are to reduce teen pregnancy, substance abuse, or
dropping out of school. The principal goal of some adult offender programs is to maintain in-
prison control of inmates. Although society, program participants, and taxpayers can benefit
from changes in these and other behaviors, at present the Institute's analysis is restricted to
measuring the costs and benefits of crime-related outcomes. Future work is planned to
estimate non-crime related benefits.

Step 1.2 Coding Information from Program Evaluations Once copies of studies are
obtained, the Institute records in a database key information from each evaluation. When
the Institute reviews an evaluation, four types of information on a program's effectiveness in
reducing crime are recorded. Relative to a control or comparison group:

1. Did the program affect the percent of the population that offended or re-
offended?

2. Of those that offended or re-offended, did the program change the average
number of offenses?

3. Did the program affect the types (i.e. the seriousness) of offenses of those that
offended or re-offended?

4. Of those that offended or re-offended, did the program change the timing of the
offenses?

Almost all of the evaluations we have reviewed analyze and record information on the first
of these four effects. Far fewer evaluations report information on the second effect. Still
fewer evaluations report information on the third effect and almost no evaluations study or
report findings on the fourth effect.

An array of information is coded by the Institute for each study, including:
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A citation and a general description of the program.

A rating for the strength of the research design (see step 1.5).

The type(s) of recidivism or crime rate outcome measured in the evaluation. These
may include, for example, arrests, convictions, returns to prison, or self reported
crime. In general, the Institute prefers officially recorded measures of criminal
activity whenever they are reported, although the model can estimate the costs and
benefits of crime measures obtained with self-reported surveys.

The length of the follow-up period in the evaluation. If a study reports several
different follow-up periods, the longest period is used to summarize a study.

The per participant program cost of program participants or comparison or control
group participants and the year in which the dollars are denominated (see Step 4), if
reported.

The number of participants in the program and comparison or control group.

The simple yes/no recidivism or crime rates of program and comparison or control
group participants, if reported.

The mean number of offenses per program or comparison or control group
participants, and associated standard deviations, if reported.
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Possible Adjustments to the Coding of Crime Effects for Each Study For each of the
two main outcomes noted above (i.e. the bivariate and mean-level outcomes), three
adjustments are made, if necessary, to the information provided in each study:

1. Adjustment: combining results for program completers and dropouts. The
outcomes of many treatment-comparison group evaluations report results for two
groups: those that received the full dose or at least some amount of treatment, and
those in the comparison group that received no treatment. Depending on how well
the comparison group matches the treatment group (see Step 1.5, below), the
results of these evaluations can be directly compared. Other evaluations, however,
report the recidivism rates of three groups: program corn pleters, program dropouts,
and a comparison group. Still other studies only report outcomes for program
completers versus the comparison group. We believe that the differences in these
three types of evaluations must be standardized in order to synthesize the results. If
this standardization is not done, self-selection bias is very likely to be introduced,
since program completion probably measures other motivational factors that cannot
be measured in a comparison of typical pre-existing variables. Therefore, in coding
the results of individual outcome evaluations, the Institute always combines the
results for program completers and dropouts, and then compares this combined
treatment group against the comparison group. For example, if a study reports that
50 members of the treatment group completed the program and had a recidivism
rate of 30 percent and 50 members of the treatment group dropped out of the
program and had a recidivism rate of 40 percent, then the Institute would record the
weighted average recidivism rate for the entire treatment group (35%) and compare
that number to the comparison or control group's reported recidivism rate. If the
numbers are not reported in the study to allow this combination of program
corn pleters and dropouts, then the study is rated a level "2" study, as explained in
Step 1.5 of this report.

2. Adjustment: multivariate results. Many outcome evaluations simply report the
results for a treatment and comparison group without making adjustments for any
differences between the two groups. If, however, an evaluation conducts a
multivariate analysis of the outcomes (e.g. logistic regression of bivariate results or
ordinary least squares regression of mean values) to adjust for any differences in
pre-existing variables between the treatment and control groups, then the Institute
records those multivariate-adjusted numbers rather than the "raw" results. For those
studies that do report multivariate results, if the study reports the mean values of the
independent variables used in the multivariate analysis, then the estimated
recidivism or crime rates are taken at the mean values applied to the coefficients in
the multivariate analysis. If the mean values are not recorded for those variables,
then the reported regression coefficient (e.g. an odds ratio or a beta coefficient) is
used to express the program group's recidivism rate as a function of the reported
comparison group's unadjusted recidivism rate.

3. Adjustment: Follow-up time standardization. In comparing the outcomes
between the program and comparison groups, some evaluations indicate that the
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follow-up times are non-equivalent. When this is encountered, the Institute adjusts
the follow-up time of one of the groups to match that of the other group. A simple,
yet conservative, assumption is made in calculating this adjustment. For example,
suppose an evaluation reports that the recidivism rate for a program group is 30
percent during an 18-month follow-up period and 45 percent for a comparison group
over a 20-month period. If no other information is reported in the evaluation, the
Institute assumes linearity by dividing .30 by 18 months and multiplying that quotient
by the difference in the number of months in the follow up times of the two groups.
In this example the adjusted recidivism rate of the program group would be
increased to 33 percent [.33 = (.30/18)*(20-18)+. 30)] instead of the reported 30
percent. This adjustment is probably conservative because most recidivism curves
are not linear but increase steeply at first and then begin to level off. Lacking other
information about the shape of the recidivism curves, however, the Institute believes
that it is more accurate to make even a simple adjustment for unequal follow-up
times than to assume that the different follow up times have zero effect on
outcomes.

Step 1.3 Calculating Effect Sizes Effect sizesthat is, the degree to which a program
has been shown to change the criminality of program participantsare calculated for each
program. There are several methods used by meta-analysts to calculated effect sizes, as
described in Lipsey and Wilson (2000).35 The Institute uses the following standard statistical
procedures to calculate the mean difference effect sizes of programs.

For dichotomous outcomes such as the simple percentage difference in recidivism rates
between a treatment and control or comparison group, Lipsey and Wilson (2000) show that
the mean difference effect size calculation can be approximated using the arcsine
transformation of the difference between proportions.'

(1) ESm ( p ) = 2 * arcsinliTe 2 * arcsinV7c

In this formula, ES,(p) is the estimated effect size for the difference between proportions
from the research information; Pe is the percentage of the population that offended (or re-
offended) for the experimental or treatment group; and Pe is the percentage of the
population that offended (or re-offended) for the control or comparison group. Most
program evaluations only report the information necessary to calculate the effect size in
equation (1). As described earlier, the percentages used (Pe and Pc) to calculate the
effect size reflect any adjustments made by the Institute to account for the combination of
results for program completers and dropouts, the use of any reported multivariate results,
and any adjustments for unequal follow up periods.

A second effect size calculation involves the differences in the mean number of offenses for
those who offend (or re-offend). While the first effect size simply divides offenders and non-
offenders, the second effect size measures the effect, if any, that a program has in lowering
the average number of offenses of those that offend. Many program evaluations fail to

35
Lipsey, M., W. & Wilson, D., B. (2000), Practical Meta-Analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. There are three principal

choices for calculating effects sizesthe standardized mean difference effect size, the odds ratio effect size, and the correlation
cgeffcient effect sizeand each of these three metrics can be converted into the others with appropriate transformations.

Ibid., Table B10, formula (22).
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analyze or report this information. When an evaluation does report the necessary
information for this second effect size calculation, the Institute uses the procedure for the
difference between means."

(2)

Me Mc
Sm =

+ SDI
2

In this formula, ES, is the estimated effect size for the difference between means from the
research information; Me is the mean number of offenses for those who offend (or re-offend)
for the experimental group; M0 is the mean number of offenses for those who offend (or re-
offend) for the control group; SDe is the standard deviation of the mean number of offenses
for those who offend (or re-offend) for the experimental group; and SDc is the standard
deviation of the mean number of offenses for those who offend (or re-offend) for the control
group.

Often, research studies report the mean values needed to compute ES,,, in (2), but they fail
to report the standard deviations. Sometimes, however, the research will report information
about statistical tests that can then allow the pooled standard deviation to be estimated.
These procedures are also described in Lipsey & Wilson (2000). The Institute uses these
procedures whenever possible to aid in calculating the effect sizes.

Step 1.4 Adjusting Effect Sizes for Small Sample Sizes The raw, effect sizes are
then adjusted for small sample sizes. Small sample sizes have been shown to upwardly
bias effect sizes, especially when samples are less than 20. Following Hedges (1981),38
Lipsey & Wilson(2000)39 report the "Hedges correction factor", which is used by the Institute
to adjust all mean difference effect sizes (N is the total sample size of the combined
treatment and comparison groups):

(3)
.1.

ES'm =[1
3

[ES m ,or,ESm(P)14N 9

Step 1.5 Adjusting Effect Sizes for Research Quality Not all research is of equal
quality and this, we believe, greatly influences the confidence that can be placed in the
results from a study. Some studies are well designed and implemented and the results can
be viewed as accurate representations of whether the program itself worked. Other studies
are not designed as well and less confidence can be placed in any reported differences. In
particular, studies of inferior research design cannot completely control for sample selection
bias or other threats to the validity of reported research results. This does not mean that
results from these studies are useless, but it does mean that less confidence can be placed
in any cause-and-effect conclusions drawn from the reported study results.

To account for the difference in the quality of different research designs; the Institute uses a
5-point scale as a way to adjust the reported results. The scale is based closely on the 5-

37
Ibid., Table B10, formula (1).

38 Hedges, L. V. (1981). Distribution theory for Glass's estimator of effect size and related estimators. Journal of Educational
Statistics, 6, 107-128.
39 Lipsey, M., W. & Wilson, D., B. (2000), Practical Meta-Analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, page 49, formula 3.22.
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point scale developed by researchers at the University of Maryland.' On this five-point
scale, a rating of "5" reflects an evaluation in which the most confidence can be placed. As
the evaluation ranking gets lower, less confidence can be placed in any reported differences
(or lack of differences) between the program and comparison or control groups.

On the five-point scale as interpreted by the Institute, each study is rated with the following
numerical ratings.

A "5" is assigned to an evaluation with well-implemented random assignment of
subjects to a treatment group and a control group that does not receive the
treatment/program. A good random assignment study should also indicate how well the
random assignment actually occurred by reporting values for pre-existing characteristics
for the program and control groups.

A "4" is assigned to a study that employs a quasi-experimental research design with a
program and matched comparison group, controlling with statistical methods for self-
selection bias that might otherwise influence outcomes. These methods may include an
instrumental variables or Heckman approach to modeling self-selection.41 A level 4
study may also be used to represent an experimental random assignment design that
had problems in implementation, perhaps with significant attrition rates.

A "3" indicates an evaluation where the program and comparison groups were matched
for pre-existing differences in key variables. There must be evidence presented in the
evaluation that indicates few, if any, significant differences in these variables.
Alternatively, if an evaluation employs statistical techniques (e.g. logistic regression) to
control for pre-existing differences, and if the analysis is successfully completed, then a
study with some differences in matched pre-existing variables can qualify as a level 3
study.

A "2" involves a program and matched comparison group where the two groups lack
comparability on pre-existing variables and no attempt to control for these differences
was reported in the study.

A "1" involves a study where no comparison group is utilized. Instead, the relationship
between a program and an outcome, i.e., recidivism, is analyzed before and after the
program.

The Institute does not use the results from program evaluations rated as a "1" on this scale,
because they do not include a comparison group and thus there is no context to judge
program effectiveness. We also regard evaluations with a rating of "2" as highly
problematic; we do not consider their findings in the calculations of effect sizes in our cost-
benefit calculations. In the listing of program evaluations reviewed by the Institute in
Section IV of this report, all studies with a less-than level "3" rating are listed as "LT3" and
are not used in subsequent analyses. They are listed on the table for informational
purposes only.

40
Sherman, L., Gottfredson, D., MacKenzie, D., Eck, J., Reuter, P., Bushway, S., (1997), Preventing Crime, What Works, What

Doesn't, What's Promising, Washington: U.S. Department of Justice, Chapter 2.
41 For a discussion of these methods, see: Rhodes, W., Pelissier, B., Gaes, G., Saylor, W., Camp, S, Wallace, S., (2000).
"Alternative Solutions to the Problem of Selection Bias in an Evaluation of Federal Residential Drug Treatment Programs," Federal
Bureau of Prisons, Office of Research and Evaluation.
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An explicit adjustment factor is assigned to the results of individual effect sizes based on the
Institute's judgment concerning research design quality. We believe this adjustment is
critical and is the only practical way to combine the results of a high quality study (e.g. a
level "5" study) with those of lesser design quality. This adjustment means that, everything
else being equal, a level 5 study has more influence on the overall effect size for a given
area than does a level 3 or 4 study. The following adjustments are used by the Institute to
account for studies of different research design quality:

A level 5 study carries a factor of 1.0 (that is,
evaluation outcomes).
A level 4 study carries a factor of .75 (that is,
A level 3 study carries a factor of .50 (that is,
A level 2 study carries a factor of .00 (that is,
percent).
A level 1 study carries a factor of .00 (that is, we discount effect sizes by 100
percent).

there is no discounting of the study's

we discount effect sizes by 25 percent).
we discount effect sizes by 50 percent).
we discount effect sizes by 100

Studies with a level 1 or 2 rating are not used in the cost-benefit analyses; hence their
weights are zero. A study with a level 3 rating carries half the weight of a level 5 study and
a level 4 study has three-quarters of the weight. These factors are subjective; they are
based on the Institute's general impressions of the confidence that can be placed in the
predictive power of studies of different quality. It might be possible to undertake a meta-
analysis to refine, in a more empirical fashion, the relative effect that research quality has
on recidivism outcomes. We have not undertaken that research and, in the meantime, the
factors listed are our best estimates on how to sum the results of studies of differing
research quality.

The effect of the adjustment described in Step 1.5 is to multiply the effect size, ES', , in
equation (3) by the appropriate research design factor listed above. For example, if a study
has an effect size of -.2 and it is deemed a Level 4 study, then the -.2 effect size would be
multiplied by .75 to produce a -.15 adjusted effect size for use in the subsequent steps of
the meta-analysis. The Institute's judgment about research design quality for each study
reviewed is listed in Section IV to this report.

Step 1.6 Adjusting Effect Sizes for Evaluations of "Non-Real World" Programs
The purpose of the Institute's work is to identify and evaluate programs that can make cost-
beneficial improvements to Washington's actual service delivery system. There is some
evidence that programs that are closely controlled by researchers or program developers
have better results than those that operate in "real world" administrative structures.42
Therefore, the Institute makes an adjustment to an effect size, ES, , to reflect this
distinction. As a parameter for all studies deemed not to be "real world" trials, the Institute
discounts ES',, as defined by equation (3), by 25 percent. The Institute's judgment about
this adjustment for each study reviewed is listed in Section IV to this report.

Step 1.7 Computing Weighted Average Effect Sizes, Confidence Intervals, and
Homogeneity Tests Once effect sizes are calculated for each program effect, the
individual measures are summed to produce a weighted average effect size for a program

42
Presentation by Mark Lipsey at the American Society for Criminology annual meetings, San Francisco, November, 2000.
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area. The Institute calculates the inverse variance weight for each program effect and
these weights are used to compute the average. These calculations involve three steps.
First, the standard error, SE, of each mean effect size is computed with:43

(4) n + n (ES' )2

SE
=11+ m

nen, 2(ne + nc)

In equation (4), ne and ne are the number of participants in the experimental and control
groups and ES'm is from equation (3), after the adjustments for research quality and "real
world" factors are made, as describe in Sections 1.5 and 1.6, respectively.

Next, the inverse variance weight Wm is computed for each mean effect size with:44

1

(5) win = 2SE,

The weighted mean effect size for a group of studies in program area i is then computed
with:45

(6) ESi =
(wmiES'In,)

Ewmi

Confidence intervals around this mean are then computed by first calculating the standard
error of the mean with:46

(7) SEE, = 1
ES

wi

Next, the lower, ESL, and upper limits, ESu, of the confidence interval are computed with:47

(8)

(9)

ESL = ES z(l_a)(SE-E)

ES = ES + zo,)(SETs.)

In equations (8) and (9), z(,_a) is the critical value for the z-distribution (1.96 for a = .05).

The test for homogeneity, which provides a measure of the dispersion of the effect sizes
around their mean, is given by:48

(10)
wiES i)2

Qi = wiES) (/E
wi

The Q test is distributed as a chi-square with k-1 degrees of freedom (where k is the
number of effect sizes).

43 Lipsey, M., W. & Wilson, D., B. (2000), Practical Meta-Analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, page 49, equation 3.23.
44

Ibid., page 49, equation 3.24.
45

Ibid., page 114.
45 Ibid., page 114.
47

Ibid., page 114.
48

Ibid., page 116.

42
47



The results of the Institute's meta-analysis are shown in Section IV on Table VI-A.
Information on the individual studies summarized by this meta-analysis, for each program
area i, is also included in Section IV.
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Step 2 of 5: Estimates of Long-run Patterns of Criminality

Program evaluations typically have relatively short follow-up periodsoften just one or two
yearsover which effects are evaluated. The goal of cost-benefit analysis, however, is to
estimate long-run costs and benefits of different alternatives. When prisons are built, for
example, long-run capital costs are committed based on a forecasted need for those
resources. In a similar manner, the decision to spend money today on an intervention
program usually presumes that benefits will be reaped for some number of years into the
future. The analytical problem is how to extend the short-run effect sizes from program
evaluations to include a reasonable estimate of future benefits.

As a result of other research efforts, additional information can be used to aid in estimating
the long-run costs and benefits of programs. For example, long-run recidivism studies
produce valuable information about the quantity, type, and timing of future criminality of
different groups of juvenile or adult offenders. The results from these longitudinal studies, in
conjunction with the effect size information from Step 1, can be used to improve estimates
of the effects that programs can be expected to have on future criminality.

The Institute has produced estimates of long-term criminal offense rates for different
populations. These rates reflect the Institute's best estimate of the long-term criminal
behavior of different populations to which a particular program might be applied. An
illustration of this is reflected in the following chart. The top line illustrates the nine-year
recidivism rates (measured by felony re-convictions) of juvenile offenders placed on
probation caseloads in Washington in 1988. Nine years after placement, about 46 percent
had been re-convicted for another felony, either as a juvenile or as an adult, in Washington.
These estimates were calculated from a study conducted by the Institute. The lower solid
black line is an illustrative finding of how that recidivism curve is expected to be lower if a
program is able to achieve a certain effect size. The degree to which that curve would be
lower is estimated with the effect size procedures discussed in the previous section of this
report. Since most evaluations only include a follow-up period of one or two years, the
lower line is solid only for that period of time. It would be unreasonable, however, to
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assume that there are no benefits beyond that period. That is, if there is an observed
reduction in recidivism at the end of the evaluation period, there will probably be at least
some further benefits in the future. The cost-benefit model provides a means, described
later in this report, to estimate a long-run effect, illustrated on the chart by the dashed line.

There are several sources of information for estimating these long-run recidivism ratesthe
solid top line on the chart. For many programs targeted at juvenile or adult offenders, the
Institute's estimates are calculated from multi-year recidivism studies of different
populations in Washington. For example, the rates for adult offender populations are based
on an analysis the Institute conducted of how often different types of offenders committed to
the Washington Department of Corrections are re-convicted for new felony offenses in
Washington. For the adult corrections population, the Institute's recidivism analysis tracked,
for eight years, the entire cohort of those released from prison or placed on community
supervision in 1990. The Institute has calculated similar recidivism statistics for different
types of juvenile offender populations in Washington. For the juvenile offender estimates,
recidivism is tracked both while the juvenile is still a juvenile and when the juvenile might re-
offend as an adult. Key statistics from these studies are recorded on Table IB-B in Section
IV or this report.

From these longitudinal studies, the Institute calculates four types of information about
recidivism that correspond to the four effect sizes discussed in Section 1.2. The first is a
simple bivariate split between those that re-offend, and those that do not. The second type
of information is the average number of re-convictions of those who do re-offend. The third
is a distribution on the type of crimes committed by the re-offenders. The Institute uses six
categories of felonies in its cost-benefit model: homicide, sex offenses, robbery, aggravated
assault, property offenses, and drug offenses:* The fourth type of recidivism information is
the timing of the re-offenses over the multi-year follow-up period.

On Tables IV-B, three of the four recidivism measures from the Institute's analyses are
shown: the percent that re-offend (listed on the tables as the "Basic Recidivism Rate"), the
average number of offenses of the re-offenders and all of those in the cohort (along with
corresponding standard deviations), and the type of felony offenses for which re-offenders
were convicted during the follow-up period."

49
These six categories of felony crime are the major crime categories used by the Washington Office of Financial Management.

50
The other recidivism parameter (the timing of the re-offenses) is used directly in the model to determine the value of lowering

crime by one unit (see Section 3.26).
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Step 3 of 5: Estimating the Value to Taxpayers and Crime Victims of
Reducing Crime by One Unit

The product of Steps 1 and 2 is an estimate of the number of crimes that can be avoided with a
program over a long-run time frame. In Step 3, estimates are made of the value to taxpayers and
crime victims of avoiding an additional "unit" of crime. As will be discussed, those units are
specified in the model to be crimes, arrests, or convictions. This section describes the
computational routines used to estimate those values.

Step 3.1 Setting General Model Parameters The Institute's cost benefit model uses a few
general parameters. These model inputs are shown in Section IV on Table IV-C. The first
parameter is the year into which all dollar-denominated inputs are based. Typically, a year is
chosen close to the current year. On Table A1, the base year is set to 2000.

Table IV-C also contains information on the general price index used in the model to convert all
dollar values into the base year chosen for the analysis. The Institute uses the Implicit Price
Deflator for Personal Consumption Expenditures (IPD), although other price indices could be used.
The IPD is convenient to use for analyses in Washington because it is forecast regularly by the
Washington State Office of the Forecast Council, the official economic forecasting agency for
Washington State government. When an input to the model is denominated in another year's
dollars, the model converts it to base year dollars.

Table IV-C contains three other model parameters: the assumed real discount rate, the assumed
future general inflation rate, and the assumed nominal rate of tax-exempt capital financing. The
model is designed so that the user can specify whether the analysis will be expressed in "nominal"
or "real" terms. If "nominal" analysis is selected, a nominal rate of discount is calculated based on
the user-supplied real discount rate and the assumed future general inflation rate. All future annual
costs in the model are then escalated at the assumed rate of general inflation (plus any user-
supplied real escalation rate, as shown on Table IV-D, for any particular resource), and then
discounted by the nominal discount rate. If a "real" analysis is selected, only real escalation rates,
if any, are applied to individual cost inputs and then the real discount rate is used to calculate
present values. Whichever type of analysis is chosen, the cost-benefit analysis produces the same
result."

The most important user-supplied input on Table IV-C is the annual real discount rate. This is the
factor that reduces all future annual values in the model to present value. As used in this analysis,
the real discount rate represents the relative general preference for owning or consuming a
resource today versus owning or consuming the resource in the future. There are several
competing theories about the choice of a discount rate for use in cost-benefit analyses."

51 The model's ability to work in either nominal or real terms is for the convenience of the user; some analysts feel more comfortable working and
reporting information in one mode or the other. There is no difference in the overall results of the analysis.
52 For a discussion of these issues, see Boardman, A.E., Greenberg, D.H., Vining, A.R., & Weimer, D.L. (1996). Cost-Benefit Analysis:
Concepts and Practice, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Chapter 5. See also, Brent, R.J., (1996), Applied Cost-Benefit Analysis, Cheltenham, UK:
Edward Elgar, Chapter 11.

46 51



Step 3.2 Estimating the Value of One Criminal Offense What is it worth to reduce a
criminal offense? This is a central question in the Institute's cost-benefit model. The Institute
approaches the question from two perspectives. First, there is a value to taxpayers if a criminal
offense can be avoided. Second, there is a value to crime victims each time a criminal offense can
be reduced. Unlike the market for other commodities, however, there is no convenient place to
find the values of reducing crime by one unit. It is easy, for example, to find the current value of
one unit of Microsoft stock; all one has to do is look in the newspaper or on the internet. There is
no convenient market, however, to find the current value of reducing crime by one unit. This
section of the paper describes the procedures used in the Institute's cost-benefit model to estimate
that value.

A key element in the Institute's cost-benefit model is the estimation of the costs that crime imposes
on taxpayers and crime victims. If crime can be reduced with effective programs or deterrence
policies, then some of these costs can be avoided. Thus, calculating reasonable values for the
incremental costs of crime plays a central role in estimating the benefit side of the Institute's cost-
benefit model.

The Institute's cost-benefit model estimates life-cycle costs for six major types of felony crime and
fourteen types of costs incurred as a result of crime, as shown in Table III-B. These categories can
be expanded or contracted to make the model more or less detailed. The fourteen types of costs
estimated in the model reflect those paid by taxpayers in Washington and those incurred by crime
victims. The following two sections describe these costs.

Table Ill -B
The Washington State Institute for Public Policy's

Cost-Benefit Model for the Criminal Justice System:
Types of Crimes and Resource Costs Analyzed

Six Types of Crime
1. Murder/Manslaughter
2. Rape/ Sex Offenses
3. Robbery
4. Aggravated Assault
5. Felony Property Crimes
6. Drug Offenses

Fourteen Types of Resource Costs Incurred
1. Police and Sheriffs' Offices
2. Superior Courts & County Prosecutors
3. Juvenile Detention, with Local Sentence
4. Juvenile Detention, with JRA Sentence
5. Juvenile Local Probation
6. Juvenile Rehabilitation, Institutions
7. Juvenile Rehabilitation, Parole
8. Adult Jail, with Local Sentence
9. Adult Jail, with Prison Sentence
10. State Community Supervision, Local Sentence
11. Department of Corrections, Institutions
12. Dept. of Corrections, Post-Prison Supervision
13. Crime Victim Monetary Costs
14. Crime Victim Quality of Life Costs
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Step 3.21 Criminal Justice System Costs in Washington In the Institute's cost-benefit
model, the costs of the criminal justice system paid by taxpayers are estimated for each significant
part of the publicly financed system in Washington. The costs of police and sheriffs, superior
courts and county prosecutors, local juvenile detention services, local adult jails, state juvenile
rehabilitation and state adult corrections are estimated separately in the Institute's analysis.
Operating costs are estimated for each of these criminal justice system components, and
annualized capital costs are estimated for the capital-intensive sectors.

The Institute's model uses estimates of marginal operating and capital costs of the criminal justice
system. Marginal costs describe how the total cost of an operation changes as the unit of activity
changes by a small amount. Marginal costs are different from average, or accounting, costs.
Average costs are derived by simply dividing total costs by total workload in a given period of time.
Some of those costs, however, are fiXed and do not change when workload changes. Marginal
costs reflect only those costs that go up or down as workload changes. Marginal costs are usually
a better measure of these values than are average costs."

The Institute's model defines marginal costs as those costs that change over the period of several
years as a result of changes in workload measures. Some short-run costs must be changed
instantly when a workload changes. For example, when one prisoner is added to the state adult
corrections system, certain variable food and service costs increase immediately, but new
corrections staff are not hired the next day. Over the course of a governmental budget cycle,
however, new corrections staff are likely to be hired to handle the larger average daily population
of the prison. In the Institute's analysis, these "longer -run" marginal costs have been estimated,
rather than immediate, short-run marginal costs. These longer-run marginal costs reflect both the
immediate short-run changes in expenditures, and those operating expenditures that change after
governments make adjustments to staffing levels.

Table IV-D summarizes the Institute's estimates for the per-unit marginal operating costs of the
criminal justice system in Washington. Per-unit marginal capital cost estimates for key parts of the
criminal justice system in Washington are shown on Table IV-E. Table IV-F provides more detail
on the equations developed to estimate per-unit marginal operating costs. The estimates for each
component of the criminal justice system are discussed below.

Police and Sheriffs' Offices A cross-sectional regression model was estimated for the
operating costs of county sheriffs' offices and local police departments in Washington. Expenditure
data for each police jurisdiction (BARS code 521) was obtained from the Washington State
Auditor.' Sub-categories excluded were Gambling enforcement (BARS 521.25) and DARE
expenses (BARS 521.28). For the explanatory workload measures, two sets of data were included
in the regression. Arrest data for each jurisdiction was obtained from the Washington Association
of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs. The arrest data were categorized into three types: arrests for violent
felonies (murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault), arrests for non-violent felonies, and
arrests for misdemeanor offenses. The arrest data do not include traffic operations that consume a

53 A few average cost figures are currently used in the model when marginal cost estimates can not be reasonably estimated.
54 Expenditure data for several of the cost analyses used in the Institute's model were obtained from the Washington State Auditor's Office.
The Audtor's Budgeting, Accounting, and Reporting System (BARS) classification of accounts was used for these analyses and the relevant
BARS codes are listed in the section of the report.
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significant level of resources for police departments. To capture this effect, data from the
Washington Office of the Administrator for the Courts was obtained on the number of traffic
infraction filings in the local jurisdictions. All of these variables were entered in a log-log regression
for pooled 1994 and 1995 data. The log-log form of the model was chosen because the
relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable is linear in natural
logarithms. The results of the final equation are shown on Table IV-F. All of the variables are
significant and the overall fit of equation is satisfactory. The sum of the four elasticities equals .86,
a level that seems reasonable (a level less than 1.0 indicates a decreasing cost industry with
regard to the scale variables measured, a condition that probably exists for policing services in
Washington). The variables are also highly correlated which could indicate collinearity problems.
Since all of the t-statistics are greater than 2, however, and since whatever multi-collinearity that
existed in the 1994 and 1995 data is likely to exist in the future, the resulting coefficients can be
used to provide reasonable estimates of marginal operating police and sheriff costs."

Superior Courts and County Prosecutors The marginal operating costs for court processing
expenses were estimated with expenditure data from the Washington State Auditor and workload
data from the Washington Office of the Administrator for the Courts. A pooled cross-sectional
regression analysis was performed on 1994 and 1995 data. The units of observation were the
counties in Washington. Superior Court and Prosecutor expenses were regressed against four
factors: the number of felony convictions for homicide; the sum of the number of convictions for
robbery, sex offenses, and aggravated assault; the number of convictions for non-violent felonies;
and the number on non-criminal superior court filings. These four factors appear to be reasonable
proxies for the work activity of the courts. These estimates cover both juvenile and adult court
processes.

The expense data from the State Auditor allow the segregation of some types of Superior Court
expenditures. Expenditure data for district courts (BARS code 512.40), municipal courts (BARS
code 512.50, these courts do not hear the felony cases modeled in the Institute's analysis), family
court fees (BARS code 512.22), and law libraries (BARS code 512.70, which are not treated,
accounting wise, uniformly by counties), were excluded from total superior court expenditures. The
county prosecutor expenditure data from the State Auditor for years 1994 and 1995 were adjusted
to remove the costs of the civil (BARS 515.22), consumer affairs (BARS 515.60), and child support
enforcement (BARS 515.80) divisions of the county prosecutor offices.

Table IV-F displays the regression results. The model was estimated in log-log form. The sum of
the four elasticities equals .90, a level that seems reasonable. All of the variables are significant
and the overall fit of equation is good. All dollars are expressed in 1995 dollars, using the implicit
price deflator for personal consumption expenditures (see Table IV-C) to adjust the 1994
denominated dollars.

Local Adult Jails and Community Supervision In the Institute's model of the criminal justice
system in Washington, two type of users of local adult jails are analyzed: those convicted felons
who serve both pre-sentence and post-sentence time at the local jail, and those felons who serve
pre-sentence time at local jails and post-sentence time at a state institution. The Institute

55 See Peter Kennedy, (1992), A Guide to Econometrics, Third Edition, Cambridge: The MIT Press, page 181.
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estimated local adult jail marginal operating costs for both of these events. From the State Auditor,
local jail expenditure data for counties was collected for the years 1990 to 1995. These nominal
annual dollar amounts were adjusted to 1995 dollars using the implicit price deflator for personal
consumption expenditures (see Table IV-C). The Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police
Chiefs collects annual data on the use of local jails in the state. The data for the expenses
included all of the local jail expenditures (BARS 527) except local probation costs (BARS 527.40).
The regression was estimated in log-log form.

Local Adult Jail capital costs for new beds were estimated from an analysis of the current cost
estimates for a new 288 bed jail facility planned for Thurston County. Thurston County was also
able to provide the Institute with a recent survey of comparative per-bed costs of other newly
constructed jail facilities. The Thurston cost estimates are in line with the other recent actual
experience. The cost estimates and financing assumptions are shown on Table IV-E. Total
construction costs per bed were converted to an annual capital charge as shown on Table IV-E.

The annual operating costs of local community supervision of adult felons was obtained from a
report published by the State of Washington Sentencing Guidelines Commission, Criminal Justice
in Washington State, January 1995. This cost estimate represents the average, not the marginal,
costs for "Level One" community supervision, custody, and placement.

Local Juvenile Detention and Supervision The marginal operating costs for local juvenile
detention and community supervision services were estimated in a manner very similar to the adult
jail facilities and programs. The data sources, however, are different. In Washington, there is no
regular, statewide, collection of information on the use of juvenile detention facilities. To get that
information, the Institute conducted a survey of all juvenile courts in Washington asking for basic
information on the average daily population, length of stay, and operating costs.' The results of
this survey were used to estimate local juvenile detention costs. The result of the cross-sectional
log-log regression is shown on Table IV-F.

Local Juvenile Detention Facility capital costs for new beds were estimated from an analysis of the
current cost estimates for a new 80-bed detention facility planned for Thurston County. The new
Thurston County facility will also include a family court in addition to the detention facility. The
estimated capital costs for that court were removed from the total project costs to better reflect
detention costs only. Thurston County also had comparative per-bed costs of other newly
constructed detention facilities and the Thurston cost estimates are in line with other recent actual
experience. The cost and financing factors are shown on Table IV-E. Total construction costs per
bed were converted to an annual capital charge, also shown on Table IV-E.

The cost of local probation for juvenile offenders was also estimated with data from the Institute's
survey of local juvenile courts in Washington. The cost used in the cost-benefit model is the
average cost reported from that survey, not an estimated marginal cost.

State Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) State JRA marginal operating costs for
JRA institutions were estimated with a time-series regression with data for fiscal years 1984 to

56 Washington State Institute for Public Policy, Washington State Juvenile Courts: Workloads and Costs, April 1997.
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1996. Data on JRA's annual institutions operating expenditures were obtained from JRA and data
on institutional average daily population were also obtained from JRA. The results of this
regression are shown on Table A5 IV-F.

JRA capital costs for new institutional beds were estimated from cost estimates provided by the
House Appropriations Committee and JRA. The costs are estimates for construction of new
facilities at an existing institution, not a new stand-alone facility. The cost and financing factors are
shown on Table IV-E. Total construction costs per bed were converted to an annual capital charge
also shown on Table IV-E.

The annual cost estimate for JRA parole services was taken from an analysis prepared by the
Washington State Senate Ways and Means Committee in a report entitled "Roundtable Discussion
on Criminal Justice Funding Issues,"January 28, 1997. The annual costs of parole are average,
not marginal, costs.

State Department of Corrections (DOC) State DOC operating costs were estimated in a similar
fashion to those of JRA. A time-series regression for fiscal years 1984 to 1996 was estimated
using DOC institutions operating expenses and the average daily population at the institutions. An
additional variable, average daily population minus average institutional capacity was used to
reflect the (generally) over-capacity conditions that are a part of typical historical operating
conditions. Over the time period covered in the regression, average daily population averaged
about 10 percent over capacity. When combined with the results of the equation, an annual
marginal operating cost of approximately $18,400 per ADP was obtained. Operating at capacity,
rather than the historical ten percent over capacity level, would result in an annual marginal cost of
about $20,500 per ADP.

DOC capital costs for new institutional beds were estimated. The cost and financing factors are
shown on Table IV-E. Capital cost estimates were drawn from a recent report by the Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Committee which described the costs of a new state 1,936 bed
facility currently under construction. The total construction costs per bed were converted to an
annual capital charge as shown on Table IV-E.

Post-prison community supervision cost estimates were obtained via a communication with staff at
the Department of Corrections. These post-prison costs are average costs, not marginal costs.

5 6 51



Step 3.22 Crime Victim Costs In addition to costs paid by taxpayers, many of the costs
of crime are borne by victims. Some victims lose their lives. Others suffer direct, out-of-
pocket, personal or property losses. Psychological consequences also occur to crime
victims, including feeling less secure in society. The magnitude of victim costs is very
difficultand in some cases impossibleto quantify.

In recent years, however, national studies have taken significant steps in estimating crime
victim costs. One US Department of Justice study by Miller, Cohen, and Wiersema divides
crime victim costs into two types: a) Monetary costs which include medical and mental
health care expenses, property damage and losses, and the reduction in future earnings
incurred by crime victims; and b) Quality of Life cost estimates which place a dollar value on
the pain and suffering of crime victims.' In that study, the quality of life victim costs are
computed from jury awards for pain, suffering, and lost quality of life; for murders, the victim
quality of life value is estimated from the amount people spend to reduce risks of death.
The quality of life victim cost calculations are controversial for use in setting public policy."

In the Institute's analysis, victim costs from the Miller, Cohen, and Wiersema study are used
as estimates of per-unit victim costs in Washington State. The victim cost estimates
currently in the model are shown on Table IV-D. In keeping with the Miller study, victim
costs are subdivided into Monetary and Quality of Life estimates. When the Institute's cost-
benefit model is used, monetary victim costs provide a more conservative estimate of victim
costs, while the addition of quality of life cost estimates offer a more exparpive definition of
victim costs.

Step 3.23 The Criminal Justice System's Response to Crime in Washington Not all
crime is reported to, or acted upon by, the criminal justice system in Washington. When
crimes are reported, however, the use of taxpayer-financed resources begins. The degree
to which those resources are used depends on the crime and the policies and practices
governing the criminal justice system's response. In the preceding two sections of this
report, per-unit marginal cost estimates were discussed. This section discusses how many
units of Washington's criminal justice system are used when crime happens.

In the Institute's model, whenever a crime occurs and is reported to and acted upon by local
law enforcement, one "unit" of local police, court, and prosecutor resources are used. For
example, when an arrest is made for a robbery, one unit of police, at $12,551 per unit (see
Table.IV-D), is consumed. Similarly, when a conviction for robbery is obtained in the courts,
one unit of court and prosecutor resources, at $18,399 per unit (see Table IV-D), is used. In
the analysis that produced these cost estimates, regressions were run on the total operating
costs of police and courts against the recorded number of arrests and convictions,
respectively. Not all police activity results in arrests and not all court cases result in
convictions. The per-unit cost estimates from the regression analyses impute these other
costs to the actual number of arrests or convictions obtained. Suppose, for example, that
nine out of ten court cases for robbery result in conviction and the other case results in
dropped charges. The regression estimate of marginal court costs per robbery conviction

57 Miller, Ted R., Mark A. Cohen, Brian Wiersema, Victim Costs and Consequences: A New Look, Research Report, Washington
DC: National Institute of Justice, 1996.

58 See, for example, Clear, Todd R., "The Cost of CrimeOr Are Prisons or Community Programs the Best Crime Prevention
Investment?," Community Corrections Report, November/December 1996, Volume 4, No. 1.
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includes the costs of the ten cases spread over the nine convictions in this example. As will
be shown later in this report, when a program demonstrates success in reducing the
number of convictions, it can also be expected to reduce the total number of court cases,
including those not resulting in conviction, in proportion to the actual case outcomes of
Washington courts (the nine-out-of-ten ratio in the example).

Once a person is convicted for a criminal offense, sentencing policies and practices in
Washington affect the use of different local and state criminal justice resources. The
Institute's model of the criminal justice system incorporates these resource usage patterns.
Tables IV-G and IV-H show how adult and juvenile criminal justice resources are used for the
different types of crimes being studied in the Institute's analysis.

The first set of columns on Table IV-G shows how the Institute's model separates adults
sentenced to certain felony crimes into those who receive a sentence to a state prison and
those who receive a local sentence. The information for this split comes from the
Washington State Sentencing Guidelines Commission's analysis of actual sentences.
Table IV-G also shows the average sentence received for those adults sentenced to a state
prison. This information also comes from the Sentencing Guidelines Commission data. As
a result of good-time reductions to some prison sentences, the average time actually served
is often shorter than the original sentence. Table IV-G shows the average prison length of
stay, which is computed in the model by multiplying the sentence by a average percentage
good-time reduction. The data on the average sentence reductions, by crime, are obtained
from an analysis supplied by the Washington State Department of Corrections. The amount
of post-prison supervision and the amount of pre-prison use of local jail facilities by prison-
bound offenders, by type of crime, are shown on Table IV-G.

For those adults sentenced to local jail, the average jail sentence, including both pre- and
post-sentence lengths, are shown on Table IV-G. The jail data are obtained from the
Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs' Jail Information Program. Finally,
Table IV-G also contains estimates on the average amount of community supervision time
given to adults sentenced to local sanctions.

Juvenile sentencing information is shown on Table IV-H. The format is very similar to the
adult sentencing data on Table IV-G, only the data sources are different. Under
Washington's current laws, the age at which a youth is considered an adult varies for
specific types of crimes. The first column on Table IV-H contains information on the
maximum age for juvenile court jurisdiction by type of crime. The actual determination of
juvenile of adult court jurisdiction depends on several factors in addition to a person's age
and his or her crime. The model uses the information on Table IV-H as representative of
the typical decisions made pursuant to current Washington State law.

The model uses data from the Washington Office of Financial Management to estimate the
percent of all juvenile adjudications, by crime, that are committed to the Juvenile
Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) and the number not committed to JRA, by crime. For
those committed to JRA, Table IV-H shows the average length of stay in years. The data
for these length-of-stay estimates also come from the Office of Financial Management's
forecasting model. Estimates of the average length of stay on juvenile parole in years are
also shown on Table IV-H. Those juveniles committed to JRA spend, on average, some
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amount of pre-commitment time at local juvenile detention facilities. Table IV-H contains
these estimates. For those juveniles not committed to JRA, the average length of stay at
local juvenile detention facilities and the average length of local probation was estimated
from a survey of juvenile courts conducted by the Washington State Institute for Public
Policy. These estimates are shown on Table IV-H.

Step 3.24 Scaling Factors to Align Crime, Arrest, and Conviction Units In the
model, the costs of different parts of the criminal justice system are estimated in different
workload units. Tables IV-D and IV-E indicate the units in which the resource costs have
been estimated. Some of the cost elements are estimated in dollars per arrest while most
costs are estimated in dollars per conviction. Victim costs are estimated in dollars per
victimization. The costs estimated in dollars per average daily population are functionally
the same as a dollar-per-conviction estimate, since a conviction generally must precede the
use of prisons, probation, detention facilities, and jails.

When the overall cost-benefit model is used to evaluate the net economics of a particular
program, the outcome evaluation describing the program may measure units that are
different from those estimated for the per unit marginal costs on Tables IV-D and IV-E. This
will most often occur for the distinction between arrests and convictions. Not all arrests
result in convictions, and the differences vary considerably by type of crime.

Significantly, some evaluations of programs are based on arrest outcomes, some are based
on conviction outcomes, and others on the amount of self-reported crime. In the cost-
benefit analysis, these units must be aligned to the units used in the cost model or else
errors will occur. For example, an evaluation study may conclude that a program is
successful in lowering recidivism rates as measured by reductions in arrests. As noted,
however, not all arrests result in convictions and many of the costs of the criminal justice
system start only when a conviction takes place. For example, a program that lowers the
average number of subsequent arrests by an average of 1.4 per program participant will
result in 1.4 or fewer subsequent convictions (and all of the avoided costs associated with
convictions). To adjust for this, scaling factors are calculated and used in the model.

There are two primary sources of information on the amount of publicly known crime in
Washington: the police and the courts. In this regard, law enforcement agencies keep track
of two things: the number of crimes reported to them and any arrests they subsequently
make. The Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (WASPC) compiles these
numbers annually from individual law enforcement agencies. The courts in Washington
keep track of the number of criminal cases processed and the number of criminal
convictions recorded. The Washington State Office of the Administrator for the Courts
(OAC) keeps track of court activity statewide.

These two sources for "official" crime statistics tell only part of the crime story. The total
amount of crime in Washington is, of course, unknown because many crimes are not
reported to the police or adjudicated through the courts. There is some information,
however, on the total amount of crime in society. The U.S. Department of Justice and the
Bureau of the Census undertake the "National Crime Victimization Survey." This national
survey, conducted annually since 1973, asks approximately 100,000 people 12 years old
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and older in 49,000 households about crimes they might have experienced during the
previous six months.

Table IV-I displays the principal information about crime used in the Institute's model from
the two state sources and the national crime survey. Column (1) shows information from
the National Crime Victimization Survey. Among other questions, the Census Bureau asks
crime victims throughout the nation how often they report their victimizations to police. For
example, the 1998 survey indicates that about 62 percent of robbery victims report their
victimizations to police. This information from the national survey of crime victims can be
used with other data to help estimate the total number of serious crimes in Washington.

The data in column (5) show the adjusted number of crimes reported to police. The number
of adult and juvenile arrestsas reported by the Washington Caseload Forecast Council
with data from the Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefsare listed in
column (6). Column (8) of Table IV-I reports the total number of adult and juvenile offender
convictions in the superior courts of Washington.

The Institute's cost-benefit model uses this information about crime, arrests, and court
convictions to compute scaling factors. These factors are the ratios of the number of crimes
per court conviction by offense type and the number of arrests per court conviction.

It would be better to have individual-level data to estimate these scaling factors rather than
using the aggregate-level data shown on Table IV-I. Future work by the Institute will seek to
improve these scaling factor estimates. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to assume that if a
program demonstrates success in lowering the number of convictions for particular types of
offenses, the total number of arrests and crimes avoided will be greater. The current
scaling method is an attempt to provide reasonable estimates for this.

The model contains "switches" that allow the user to disable this scaling process. In the
above example, if the scaling switch were turned off, a conviction for a robbery offense
would involve only one arrest and only one victimization. The effect of turning the scaling
switch off is to lower the cost savings that are possible if convictions are reduced. In
general, leaving the switches on probably produces a more accurate representation of the
actual resources used when workload changes.

Step 3.25 Computational Routine for Calculating the "Base" Present Value Costs
of Resources The information from the preceding tables is combined to estimate the life-
cycle costs associated with different crimes and different resources. The present-valued
cost of a resource for a given type of offense is defined in the model as PVCostm. In this
step in the overall cost-benefit model, the use of a resource starts in the first year and runs
for the prescribed length of use of resource r for offense o (4.0). Subsequent steps in the
cost-benefit model, described later in this report, spread these "base" present-valued costs
to the years in the future when it is estimated that offenses will occur for different types of
populations.

If it is expected that real, inflation-adjusted, costs of resources will either rise or decline in
the future, the costs for resource r can be escalated at an annual real escalation rate (Esc,).
There are only a few times when this value would be something other than zero; only in
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those situations when the real per unit cost of a resource was expected to grow or decline
over the long run would the value for Escr be other than zero. The values for Escr
currently in the model are shown on Table IV-D.

The base present value cost calculation is made with the following equation. The combined
per unit operating and capital cost for resource r and offense o are converted to base year
dollars. These costs are then escalated at a real growth rate and scaled as described
above. The stream of costs run from time period 1 to the length of use of resource r and
offense o. The cost steam is discounted to present value with the discount rate (Dis)
chosen for the overall analysis.

(OCOStro X IPDbase Db
+ KCost X )x(1+ Escr)t x Scale,

Nro IPD
IPa
IPDrk

(13) PVCostro = E

where,

PVCostm

Nro

0Costm

=

=

=

IPDbase =

IPDrp =

KCostro =

/PDH, =

Scalero =

Escr =

t=1 (1+Dis)'-1

The present value costs for resource r and offense o for time periods 1
to the number of periods for resource rand offense o.

The number of annual periods that resource r is used for offense o.

The marginal operating cost of resource r and offense o, expressed in
the year's dollars in which the resource cost is estimated.

The implicit price deflator for the year chosen as the base year for the
overall analysis.

The implicit price deflator for the year in which the operating cost p of
resource r was estimated.

The marginal capital cost of-resource r and offense o, expressed in the
year's dollars in which the resource cost is estimated.

The implicit price deflator for the year in which the capital cost k of
resource r was estimated.

A scaling factor for resource r and offense o that corresponds to the
program under review.

The annual rate of escalation in per unit costs for resource r. If the
overall analysis is done in real terms, Escr will be the real escalation
rate for a resource. If the overall analysis is done in nominal terms,
Escr will be the general rate of inflation combined with any real
escalation for a particular resource.

Dis = The discount rate used in the analysis. If the overall analysis is done
in real terms, Dis will be the real discount rate. If the overall analysis
is done in nominal terms, Dis will be the general rate of inflation
combined with the real discount rate.
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Based on the inputs in the relevant tables in this report, the cost-benefit model computes
base values for PVCost for each resource r and for each offense o in the model. Since the
current model has fourteen separate resources and six offenses, PVCostro is a matrix of 84
present-valued costs.

Step 3.26 Life-Cycle Offense Probabilities The next step in the Institute's cost-benefit
model applies two kinds of probabilities: one describes the chance that particular types of
offenses will be committed by particular populations; the other describes when in the future
particular offenses are likely to be committed.

For those offenders who commit one felony offense sometime in the future, the chance that
it will be an offense of a particular type is noted with:

(14) OffenseTypeDisto

for o types of offenses. The model currently classifies six types of felony offenses: murder,
sex offenses, robbery, aggravated assault, property offenses (the sum of burglary, felony,
larceny, and auto theft offenses) and drug offenses. The sum of these probabilities is set to
equal one.

(15) EOffenseTypeDist =1.0
0=1

For example, for a given population targeted by an intervention program, the probabilities
that an offender will commit one type of offense might be the estimates shown in the
following table.

Example, Distribution of Offenses by Type
(OffenseTypeDisto)

Murder 1.2%
Rape/Sex Offenses 3.1%
Robbery 9.2%
Aggravated Assault 13.7%
Property 15.3%
Drug 57.5%
Sum 100.0%

The table indicates that, for this population, of those who will commit a felony in the future,
there is a 1.2 percent chance that it will be a murder, a 9.2 percent chance that it will be a
robbery, and so on. These estimated probabilities will be different for any particular
population under study. The distributions can be estimated from any of several sources of
information, ranging from self-reported crime data, official arrest statistics, or offender-
based court or institutional statistics.

Occasionally, the results of an outcome evaluation will contain longitudinal information
about the types of offenses committed by treatment and non-treatment groups. More
frequently, however, this type of information is not reported in evaluation research reports.
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In these situations, reasonable estimates can be made from longitudinal research
conducted on populations in a jurisdiction. For example, the reported research results for
an intervention program for high-risk juvenile offenders may not include long-run information
about the types of future offenses committed by treatment and non-treatment groups. This
program, however, may have its most likely application for juvenile offenders on probation
caseloads in Washington. From previous longitudinal research on juvenile probationers,
reasonable estimates can be made about the types of future felony offenses these juveniles
can be expected to commit. Those values would be used to estimate the OffenseTypeDisto
distribution. Table IV-B in Section IV shows the results of the Institute's recidivism analyses
for several Washington offender populations.

The next step is to estimate when the felony offense is likely to occur during the course of
an offender's lifetime. In general, for a given population, the estimated lifetime offense
curves will begin around the age of 10 and continue through the age of 65, or some other
cut off point when the probability of offending is very low. The resulting age distribution is
noted with:

(16) OffenseAgeDistoy

for offense o and for year y in an offender's lifetime.

For any offense o, the sum of the annual probabilities is set to equal one.
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(17) EOffenseilgeDistoy = 1 .0
y=10

These estimated probabilities will be different for particular population groups under study.
Information ranging from self-reported crime data, official arrest statistics, or offender-based
court or institutional statistics can be used to estimate the age distributions. Rarely will a
program evaluation report this sort of information; it will almost always have to be inferred
from other longitudinal research about the types of populations for which individual
interventions are focused.

The Institute estimates the curves with log-normal probability density distributions, although
other forms of probability distributions can be specified in the model. In general, the
Institute has found that log-normal distributions provide the best fit to actual longitudinal
data on offense distributions by age of occurrence." For example, the Institute has
analyzed the long-run re-offense distributions of Washington's juvenile probation population,
by type of offense. From this research, log-normal distributions were estimated that provide
reasonable estimates of when a juvenile offender on probation, who re-commits a felony
offense, is likely to re-offend with a new felony.

The following figure displays a typical set of lifetime offense curves described with equation
(17). There is one curve for each of the six types of crime analyzed in the Institute's model.

59 Other criminal justice research has reached similar conclusions regarding the use of log-normal distributions for describing
offense rates and criminal careers. See Spelman, William, (1994), Criminal Incapacitation, New York: Plenum Press, p. 119.
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By definition, each of the six curves describes the expected timing of the commission of one
of the offense types. These crime curves are typical for the general population of offenders,
but they can be different for any particular population under study.
Thus, for any particular program analyzed with the cost-benefit model, estimates of the
expected future probability density distribution of one offenseby the type of offense and
by the age of the offender at the time of the offensemust be specified.

8%

7%

6%

The Expected Timing of Different Types of Offenses:
Log Normal Probability Density Distributions for Six Types of Felony Crime,

(set so that area under each curve = 100%)

5%

4%

3%

Murder

0 Rape
Robbery

s Aggravated Assault
NE Property

Drug

2%

1 %-

0%

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Age of Person

40 45 50 55 60

Since the purpose of the cost-benefit model is to estimate the future costs and benefits of
programs or policies that prevent, incapacitate, or deter future crime, an adjustment must be
made to the two distributions (OffenseTypeDisto and OffenseAgeDistoy). The adjustment is
necessary to account for the age of a typical participant in, say, a prevention or
rehabilitation program. If, for example, a juvenile rehabilitation program is being evaluated
for 15-year-olds, then some portion of the 15-year-old's expected lifetime crime distribution
will have already occurred by the time he or she is 15 years old. The model adjusts for this
first by summing the expected lifetime probabilities in the remaining years in the offender's
lifetime and then by dividing by the total lifetime probability for a particular offense. By
definition, this adjustment factor will always be less than or equal to one. A matrix of
adjustments (OffenseAdjusto), by offense o, is calculated as follows:
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(18)

(19)

Max

E OffenseTypeDistoxOffenseAgeDistoy

Offense Adjust° = Y6:

E OffenseTypeDistoxOffenseAgeDistoy
y=lo

0
E Offense Adjust° < =1.0
0=1

In this equation, P is the typical age of a program participant and Max is the maximum age
measured with an evaluation, or with a multi-year recidivism study. Suppose that the cost-
benefit model is used to evaluate the economics of a pre-school based prevention program
with a typical age of a program participant at 3 years old (P = 3) and that the evaluation has
tracked the population to age 27 (Max = 27). For 3-year-olds who grow up to become
offenders, a substantial portion of their entire lifetime expected offense age distribution will
be added up in calculating the adjustment factor (that is, Offense Adjust° will be relatively
close to 1.0). On the other hand, if the prevention program is aimed at 14 year olds (P =
14) and the study follows them to the age of 21, then a significant portion of the typical 14
year old's expected lifetime offense history will lie outside the measured time interval
(Offense Adjust° < 1.0).

These probability distributions and the adjustment factor are then combined to produce a
probability distribution of one expected future offense (OffenseDist0) that occurs sometime
between the age of program participation and the maximum age measured. This is the key
distribution from which the model calculates the expected present value of future costs of
one new offense.

(20) OffenseTypeDist xOffenseAgeDistoy
OffenseDistoy =

OffenseAdjusto

The sum of this probability distribution of future offenses by offense type o and by year y is
one since, by definition, the distribution applies to those who will commit at least one more
felony offense. That is, the combined probabilities reflect the estimated likelihood of one
future offense (from the typical age of a program participant to the maximum year
measured) by the type of offense and when it is likely to occur.

0 Max
(21) E E OffenseDist =1.0

o=1 y=P

Step 3.7 Computational Routine for Calculating the Value of Reducing One Criminal
Offense Equation (21) calculates distributions of one future felony offense by type and by
year in an offender's life. Equation (13) calculated the present value of a resource's cost,
assuming its use began in the first year. In reality, costs will be incurred when an offense
occurs, not necessarily in the first year of an offender's remaining life. Equation (21) is used
to estimate the length of time-to-offense (or re-offense) for those that will offend (or re-
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offend) at least once. The next step in the cost-benefit model distributes the base years
costs calculated in equation (13) to the offense distribution derived in Equation (21). At this
stage of the model, three additional factors can be included in the model.

First, an annualized rate of decay (or growth) in expected future savings from a prevention,
rehabilitation, incapacitation, or deterrence program or policy can be specified. If a program
is being evaluated that has shown to achieve results with participants in the first few years
after treatment, it may be assumed that some of the beneficial attributes of the program will
begin to wear off as the participant ages. Alternatively, it can be hypothesized that the
beneficial effects of a program will grow over time; the longer a person stays crime-free, the
less the chance that he or she will engage in crime subsequently. The model allows for an
exponential rate of decay (or growth) to be applied. Unless there is experimental or strong
theoretical evidence to support a non-zero decay (or growth) factor, this value will usually
be set to zero. An parameter (Decayrate) is estimated or assumed for each program the
model evaluates and an array of decay factors (Decayy) for each year y is calculated with
this equation:

(22) Decay = (1 + Decayraterl

Second, if there is an assumed rate of escalation in the costs of a resource (see Table IV-
D), then the model escalates the base year present valued costs to the year that the
resource use begins. In equation (23), below, (1+Escr)Y-P"/ provides this adjustment.

Third, for some offenses, a resource is used either at the state level or the local level. For
example, of all adult robbery sentences in Washington in fiscal year 1998, 70 percent
resulted in a sentence to a state prison, while 30 percent resulted in local jail sentences. In
this step of the model, these "splits" between state and local resources for a given type of
offense are accounted for with a variable (StateLocalro) for resource r and offense o. The
state and local "splits" are shown on. Table IV-G for adult resources and Table IV-H for
juvenile resources.

All of these adjustments are combined in the following equation that creates a matrix of
costs (OffenseCostroy) for each resource r, by each offense type o, spread to each year y.

(23) OffenseCostr = OffenseDistyx StateLocal x[PVCostr x (1 + Escr)Y-P-1 ix Decay

In the next step, the costs identified in equation (23) (OffenseCostroy) are summed to
present value for all resources, all offenses, and all years. The costs are present valued to
the age of the program participants, P. Thus if the program is designed to treat 12-year-
olds, the clock starts running at twelve years. Any offense costs incurred when those
twelve-year-olds are, say, 20-years-olds, are discounted eight years back to present value.
If a pre-school program is designed for 4-year-olds, offenders who commit crimes when
they are 20 years old will have the associated costs discounted 16 years to present value.
With this method, the economics of programs that are aimed at diverse ages can be directly
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compared with each other. The following equation is used to sum the total expected future
costs of one offense.

(24)

R 0 Max-P OffenseCost
TotalCost -=_EE

r=1 o=1 y=1 (1 Dis)y-1

When the model is used to study the costs and benefits of a program, the estimate for
TotalCost is reported for three measures: taxpayer's total cost for one future offense; crime
victim's monetary total cost of one future offense; and crime victim's quality of life total cost
of one future offense. This separation is made so policy makers can either view the
outcomes strictly from a taxpayer fiscal perspective, or more broadly from a perspective that
includes crime victim costs.
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Step 4 of 5: Calculating the Cost of Programs

A cost-benefit analysis requires information about the cost of providing program services.
This information is often not reported in outcome evaluations and must be estimated. The
net per unit costs of an intervention or program are estimated. This cost information is
sometimes provided in an evaluation report. For example, an intervention may indicate that
the cost of the experimental group was $4,000 per participant and the cost of the control
group was $500 and that the program was less than one year in duration. These dollars
might be expressed in 1987 dollars in the research report. Calculating the net program cost
in the dollars for the base year chosen is accomplished with equation (25).

N Experimental Cost x 1PDbase N Control Cost x IPDbase

(25) ProgramCost = E
Y IPDe Y IPDe

Y=1
(1+ Dis)-Y-1

Y=1
(1+ Dis)Y-1

where,

ProgramCost

ExperimentalCosty

IPDbase

IPDe

ControlCosty

IPD,

Dis

N,

The net present value cost of the program, per program
participant, in base year dollars.

The reported or estimated annual cost of the treatment
group, per program participant.

The implicit price deflator for the year chosen as the base
year for the overall analysis.

The implicit price deflator for the year in which the
experimental group costs are reported or estimated.

The reported or estimated annual cost of the control group,
per program participant.

The implicit price deflator for the year in which the control
group costs are reported or estimated.

The discount rate used in the analysis. If the overall
analysis is done in real terms, Dis will be the real discount
rate. If the overall analysis is done in nominal terms, Dis
will be the general rate of inflation combined with the real
discount rate.

The number of years
incurred.

The number of years
incurred.
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the experimental group cost is

the control group cost is
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Often, research results fail to measure or report the cost of an intervention. Analysts
conducting the research are often more interested in the outcomes of the programs, not in
how much they cost. In those cases the values for Experimental Cost and Control Cost in
equation (25) must be estimated. Usually a research report will describe how much
treatment is given to the experimental and control groups. This is usually expressed in
hours or weeks of treatment. The Institute has separately estimated current per unit costs
of different types of service. These costs reflect market rates for different types of labor and
services. The per unit costs can be multiplied by the workload figures from the research
report to estimate the per participant costs for the experimental and control groups

The results of the Institute's analysis of program costs are shown on Table IV-J.
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Step 5 of 5: Estimating the Net Economics of a Program: An Example
Calculation for Functional Family Therapy

The information generated in the previous four steps can be combined to produce estimates
of the net economics-that is, the estimated costs and benefits-for a program. To
illustrate these how the information is assembled, an example will be presented of an
intervention program now being implemented in Washington for juvenile offenders:
Functional Family Therapy (FFT)-a program for juvenile offenders in juvenile court
settings.' The procedures used to calculate the costs and benefits for all other programs
follow those in this example.

Steps 1.1 to 1.6 We reviewed all of the studies we could locate evaluating the outcomes
of FFT. The list of those studies and a summary of how the Institute coded and rated those
findings is provided on the following excerpt from Table IV-K of this report. The full table in
Section IV provides a similar listing for each of the program areas reviewed as part of the
Institute's cost-benefit review.

Excerpt from) Table IV-K: Program Evaluations Reviewed for the Cost-Benefit Analysis
Studies Reviewed for Criminal Outcome Effects
Notes to Information Listed: The 'Design Score" Is a measure of the overall level of confidence that can be placed in the findings based onhow the
evaluation was designed-a '5' is the highest score, '' Is the lowest. "Researcher Role is mother the program was carried out by the developer (1)
or whether It was a 'real world. Program (0)."fiffRrogr and 14(COrnpr are the numbers In the treatment and compadson groups. *FollOw.all (yrq
is the the follow up time In years. 'Crime Outcome' is a code for the type of recidivism measure used In the study. Tr is the mean difference
effect size approdmatad from proportion data (dichotomous group recidivism rates) using the arcsine transfamadon and adjusted using the
Hedges correction for small sample sizes as described in Lipsey d Wilson(2000),"AdjE5 Is the Institute-adjusted effect size; p is the significance
level; and 'Sig' indicates significance levels (NSvpv.10; Srsps.05; Srrspv.01; S-spr.01).

Research Design
Information

Difference in the
proportion of offenders

v. non-offenders
(negative ES = lower

crime)

Difference in the Mean
Number of Offenses

(of the proportion that
Offend or Re-Offend)2

8 '13

U) (.2 -
F n ° ?.g to t. t_....

a CC CC z

,-
0
9.
z

.._..

5.-a
?
g
7,.

tr.

°
.21, g
.s 2,
t) 6 ES AdjES p Sig ES AdjES p Sig

Functional Family Therapy

Alexander, J. F., & Parsons, B. F. (1973). 'Short -tens behavioral intervention with delinquent families: impact on family process
and recidivism." Journal of Abnormal Psychology 81(3): 219-225. The result reported here measrues subsequent criminal
offenses; FFT group vs. an average rate for the comparison groups. The subjects were mostly juvenile status offenders.

4 1 46 46 1.0 Crc -0.17 -0.08 .41 NS - - -

Klein, N. C., Alexander, J. F., & Parsons, B. V. (1977). Impact of family systems intervention on recidivism and sibling
delinquency; A model of primary prevention and program evaluation." Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 45: 469-
474. This study measured the effects on the siblings of the Alexander & Parsons (1973) study. The result reported here, and
the only one in the study, measrues court referrals including status offenses. The subjects were mostly juvenile status offenders.

4 1 46 10 2.9 Cm -0.44 -0.16 .18 NS - - -

Barton, C., Alexander, J. F., Waldron, H., Turner, C. W., & Warburton, J. (1985). "Generalizing treatment effects of functional
family therapy. Three replications." American Journal of Family Therapy 13: 16-26. The research reported here is from the 'hard
core" delinquent study, I.e., for serious delinquents who had been incarcerated in a state training school. The test reported here
is for FFT vv a matched cmuo fno slnnificant differences)

3 1 30 44 1.3 At -0.83 -0.21 .00 S- -0.60 -0.15 .04 S"

Gordon, D., Arbuthnot, J., Gustafson, K., & McGreen, 0. (1988) "Home -based behavioral- systems family therapy with
disadvantaged juvenile delinquents." American Journal of Family Therapy 16: 243-255. This research used a matched group
comparison. Based on oriminal history, the FFT had a higher risk group than the matched comparisons. The result reported
here Is felony convictions durino the juvenile years

3 0 27 27 2.5 Cf -0.67 -634 .02 S" - -

Gordon, D., Graves, K., & Arbuthnot, J., (1995). 'The effect of functional family therapy for delinquents on adult criminal
behavior.' Criminal Justice and Behavior 22(1): 60-73. This research used a matched group comparison. Based on criminal
history. the FFT had a higher risk group than the matched comparisons. The result reported here is felony convictions during the
Adult Years.

3 0 23 22 5.0 Cf -0.33 -0.17 .27 NS

Gordon. D. A. (1995). Functional family therapy for delinquents. In Ross, R. R., Antonowics, D., H., Dhaliwal, G., K., (eds),
Going Straight: Effective Delinquency Prevention and Offender Rehabilitation. Ottawa, Ontario: Air training and Publications, pp
163-178. This trial of FFT was for youth released from a state institution for juvenile offenders. The comparison group was

ed for k of re- offending awe and try.' I class

3 0 27 25 1.3 Rei I -0.61 -0.31 .03 5- -

Hannon, K. (1998). Functional Family Therapy Replication in Sweden: Treatment Outcome with Juvenile Delinquents. Paper
presented to the Eighth International Conference on treating addictive behaviors. Santa Fe, NM, February 1998, as reported in:
Alexander, J., Barton, C., Gordon, D., Grotpeter, J., Hansson, K., Harrison, R., Mears, S., Mihalic, S., Parsons, B., Pugh, C.,
Schutrnan, S., Waldron, H., & Sexton, T. (1998). Blueprints for Violence Prevention, Book Three: Functional Family Therapy.
Boulder, CO: Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence. This is a random assignment evaluation of a FFT test for
(mostly) male youth arrested by police in Lund Sweden for serious offenses. Confirming evidence on the random assignment
sentanntspiwtey1

4 0 45 50 2.0 At -0.64 -0.48 .00 S"' -

Lantz, B.L. (1982). Preventing Adolescent Placement Through Functional Family Therapy and Tracking. Utah Department of
Social Services, West Valley Social Services, District 2K, Kearns, UT 84118. Grant ISCDP 1070 UT 83-0128020 87- 6000 -545-
W, as reported in: Alexander. J., Barton, C., Gordon, D., Grotpeter, J., Hansson, K., Harrison, R., Mears, S., Mihalic, S.,
Parsons, B., Pugh, C., Schulman, S., Waldron, H., & Sexton, T. (1998). Blueprints for Violence Prevention, Book Three:
Functional Family Therapy. Boulder, CO: Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence. This was a random assignment
evaluation of FFT for adolescents at risk for out -of -home placement due to serious delinquncy. The outcome measure is re-
riti.ncpt at FFT tprmination

Lt3 0 22 24 0.2 At - - - - - -

Alexander, J., Barton, C., Gordon, D.. Grapeter. J., Hansson, K., Harrison, R., Mears, S., Mihalic, S., Parsons, B., Pugh, C.,
Schulman, S., Waldron, H., & Sexton, T. (1998). Blueprints for Violence Prevention, Book Three: Functional Family Therapy.
Boulder. CO: Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence

- 0 - - - -

60 For more information on Functional Family Therapy, see the website of the Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence
(University of Colorado, Boulder): http://www.colorado.eduicsoviblueprints/model/ten Function.htm Also, the Washington State
Institute for Public Policy is conducting a random-assignment outcome evaluation of FFT and the results will be available in 2002.
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Step 1.7 The results from these individual evaluations are then "meta-analyzed" as
described in Section III, Step 1.7. The results of the meta-analysis of FFT findings are
summarized on the following excerpt from Table IV-A. In section IV, Table IV-A provides
the full meta-analytic findings for each of the program areas reviewed as part of the
Institute's cost-benefit review.

(Excerpt from) Table Vl A
Meta - Analytic Estimates of Standardized Mean Effect Sizes

Type of Prevention or
ryInteention Program

Difference in the Proportion of Offenders v. Non-
Offenders (a negative ES means lower recidivism)

Difference In the Mean Number of Offenses
(of the proportion that Offend or Re-Offend)

Number of
Effect Sizes
Included in

the Analysis

Mean Effect Size
and Standard Error

ES(.) Se)

95% Confidence
Intervalt°

Lower Upper

Homogeneity

Test(d)

0

Number of
Effect Sizes
Included In

the Analysis

Mean Effect Size
and Standard Error

ES (.) SEe,)

95% Confidence
Inter/all')

Lower Upper

Homogeneity

Test141

Q p
Functional Family Therapy 7 -0.254 0.096 -0.067 -0.442 2.31 0.89 1 -0.149 0.237 0.315 -0.614 Ne Ne

Sources and Notes:
(a) The summary effect size for each area is the weighted average standardized mean difference effect size. The mean difference effect sizes for the Individual studies are approximated from proportion data (dichotomous group
recidivism rates) using the arcsine transformation as described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), Table B10, Formula 22. The individual study effect sizes are adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes as described in Lipsey

& Wilson(2000), page 49, Equation 322. The weights are the inverse valiance weights as described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 49, Equations 3,23 and 3.24.
(b) The standard error of the mean weighted average effect size is from the techniques described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000). page 114.
(c) The 95% confidence intervals around of the mean weighted average effect size is from the technique described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 114.
(d) The calculation of the a statistic is described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 116; it is distrbuted as a chi-square vAth k-1 degrees of freedom where k is the number of effect sizes.
(e) The summary effect size for each area is the weighted average standardized mean difference effect size. The standardized mean difference effect sizes for the individual studies is calculated with the technique described in Lipsey
& Wil0on(2000), page 48, Formula 3.21. The individual study effect sizes are adjusted using the Hedges correction for small sample sizes as described in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 49, Equation 3.22. The weights are the inverse
variance weights as described in in Lipsey & Wilson(2000), page 49, Equations 3.23 and 124.

The meta-analytic findings for FFT on Table IV-A indicate that the Institute calculated the
average effect size for bivariate recidivism for FFT from seven evaluations. The mean
effect size for simple recidivism rates was found to be -.254. There was only one study that
contained the information necessary to calculate the effect size for the difference in the
mean number of offenses for those who were recidivists. That mean effect size is -.149.
Note also that the standard errors and 95 percent confidence intervals are provided. This
information can be used to run sensitivity results on the costs and benefits of FFT. For FFT,
the meta-analytic finding for the difference in proportions is statistically significant (the 95
percent confidence interval does not include zero) while the large standard error (from one
study) for the difference in means includes zero and is not statistically significant at the .05
level.

These two effect sizes are reprinted on the first line on Table III-A.

Step 2 Next, the long-run recidivism information on Table IV-B from the Institute's study of
offenders on probation in Washington juvenile court, indicates that 45.8 percent of these
juveniles re-offended with at least one felony conviction after a seven-year follow up.
Additionally, Table IV-B shows that of those offenders who re-offended, the mean number
of felony reconvictions was 2.44. These two numbers are also reprinted on the second row
of Table III-A.
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Table IIIA
Functional Family Therapy

The expected effect of the program on...

Estimated effect size (from research findings)

...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of Expected Number
Offenses or Offenses per of Offenses
Re-Offenses Offender per Person

-0.254 -0.149

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 33.5% X 2.17

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

1.117
0.726

-0.390
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66.7%
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-0.5856
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W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646

-$30.336
$16,310

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,161
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$7,941

-$6,289
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-$172
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253

$8,347
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$24,657

$22,497

$11.41
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
(98.92)

$16,833
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$33,143
$30,982

$15.34
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591
-$24,936

-$25,161

$14,735

-$83,354
-$1,104

-$10,330
$6,050

-$5,884
-$425

-$4,065

$2,381
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-$1,338
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803

$16,283

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$40,941

$38,780

$18.95
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955

$28,085
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$61,228
$59,067

$28.34

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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The estimated effect that FFT is expected to have on these two recidivism measures is
shown on the third row." These calculations are the inverse of the arcsine transformation
(for the bivariate offense measure, equation (1)) and the difference-in-means statistic (for
the number of re-offenses for those who re-offend, equation (2)).

2
P

(26) ESm(p)i )
Pprog = sin arcsin base +

2

In this formula, Pprog is the percentage of the population with the program expected to
offend (or re-offend); P the percentage of the relevant Washington population

re- offend)
is

expected to offend r e offend) without the program; and Esnop, from equation (6), is the
weighted average effect size for the difference between proportions from the experimental
research data.

(27) M = ESmi X SDbase M base

In this formula, Mprog is the mean number of offenses of those that offend (or re-offend) for
the group given the program; ESmi, from equation (6), is the effect size for the difference
between means from the experimental research data; base isM i the mean number of offenses
(or re-offenses) of those that offend for the relevant Washington population for whom the
program would be given; SDbase is the standard deviation of the mean number of offenses
of those that offend (or re-offend) for the relevant Washington population for whom the
program would be given.

In the FFT example, the numbers on the third line indicate that the bivariate recidivism rate
is expected to drop from 45.8 percent to 33.5 percent with the research-based -.254 effect
size. For the difference in mean offenses among the re-offenders, the -.149 effect size is
expected to lower the average number of offenses for recidivists from 2.44 to 2.17.
Multiplication produces the expected number of offenses for the program participants and
non-participants. The resulting difference in these two numbers is an estimate of .39 felony
convictions avoided per FFT participant over the 7 year follow up period.

Two adjustments to this estimated value may then made. The first adjustment is used for
those situations when the offenses estimated on the second line of Table III-A include non-
felony criminal offenses. The Institute's cost-benefit model estimates the costs to taxpayers
and crime victims of felony crime; currently, our model does not estimate values for non-
felony crime." In these instances, Adjustment 1 is used to reduce the number of offenses
by estimating the proportion that is felonies. For the FFT example, no adjustment is made
(that is, the factor is 100 percent) since the units are already estimated as felony re-
convictions.

61
See, for example, Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B., (1998) "Effective Intervention for Serious Juvenile Offenders" in Loeber, R &

Farrington, D. P., Serious & Violent Juvenile Offenders, Risk Factors and Successful Interventions, Thousand Oaks: Sage
Publications, Chapter 13. Lipsey and Wilson demonstrate the application of effect sizes from experimental research to base
recidivism rates for populations.
62 The WSIPP model is going to be expanded to include the benefits of reductions in misdemeanor crime.
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The second adjustment is used to extend the follow-up period for evaluating the stream of
expected benefits. In the cost-benefit model, the calculation of these extension factors
involves a two-step process." First, uniform cut-off ages are selected for juvenile and adult
programs. For all programs for youth, the extension cut-off age is set to 30 years of age.
That is, based on the research record, any reduced crime that an intervention is expected to
generate is extended to the age of 30. For adult offender programs the cut-off age is set at
50. Next, a calculation is made of a specific factor to account for the amount of crime from
the maximum age from the long-run recidivism study findings, to the cut-off age for the
extension period. In the cost-benefit model, these factors are based on either annual felony
arrest probabilities by single year of age, or annual felony conviction probabilities by single
year of age. These two distributions are calculated with state-wide Washington felony
arrest and conviction data. Cumulative probability distributions are then summed and the
factor between any two ages is calculated.

For the FFT example, it is assumed that the typical age for an FFT is 15 years old. The
Institute's long-run recidivism analysis provides a seven year follow up for juvenile court
probation (the results shown on the second line of Figure III-A. Thus the estimated age for
follow-up is 22. The adjustment then calculates the difference in the cumulative conviction
curve between the ages of 22 and 30the cut-off age chosen for all juvenile programs.
The result is .667, as shown on Figure III-A. This means that we would expect that the
amount of offending by age 30 that has been exhibited by age 22 is 66.7 percent. This
factor is then used (via division) to estimate the additional criminality that can be avoided
between the ages of 22 and 30. Clearly, it would be better to have actual longitudinal
research data for the program rather than having to estimate the long-term effects. Most
research studies, however, do not have the luxury of long-term follow-ups. It would be a
mistake, however, to assume that all the benefits end after some short period of time. The
method the Institute's cost-benefit model uses is meant to provide reasonable estimates of
some of the future benefits.

For the FFT example, the result of these calculations is an estimated .5856 felony
convictions avoided, per FFT participant, between the age of 15 (when the juvenile offender
enters FFT) and the age of 30 (the last year chosen for estimating benefits).

Step 3 The next section of Table IV-A uses information from the estimated cost of crime to
taxpayers and crime victims. The first row of this section of the table shows the estimates
for the expected costs associated with one future conviction by type of offense. These are
the numbers estimated in equation (24) for each crime R. For example, a murder is
estimated to cost taxpayers $355,086 (in present value 2000 dollars) if committed by
someone in the intended population for FFT. This figure, as described in Step 3, reflects
the expected present value costs to Washington taxpayers if a murder conviction is
obtained for offenders with the characteristics of the juvenile offender population eligible for
FFT. The figure is a function of the estimated marginal capital and operating costs of
Washington's criminal justice system and probability and severity of sentencing in
Washington. Present value costs for the other offenses are also shown.

63 The information for these computations are standard FBI Uniform Crime Report data for Washington on arrests by age, and a
special run by WSIPP of the felony conviction rates, by age, for juvenile and offenders in Washington. The denominators for both of
these calculations are single year of age population totals for Washington produced by the Washington Office of Financial
Management.
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The next row shows the percentage distribution of felony offenses as displayed on Table IV-
B. In the next row, the expected weighted average criminal justice costs associated with
one future conviction is shown; for this population that figure is estimated to be $30,944.

For the FFT example, the next two lines on Table III-A are identical to those just discussed.
If, however, there was evaluation evidence that FFT altered the distribution of expected
future offensesperhaps by lowering the chance of more serious offenses relative to less
serious offensesthen these two lines provided a way to estimate the value of this. As
described earlier, most evaluations do not report this type of information.

The next line, referred to as "Adj. 3: (Overall adjustment to cost)," is a factor used by the
Institute to be conservative in its estimates of taxpayer benefits. The premise behind the
Institute's cost-benefit model is that if the number of criminal justice events (arrests or
convictions) is reduced, then incremental taxpayer costs for the criminal justice system will
also be reduced. There is a strong reason to believe that this is the case. The state
legislature and county commissioners tend to budget by workload measures. For example,
when the average daily population of the Department of Corrections (DOC) changes, so too
does the amount of money allocated to DOC by the legislature. The $30,944 marginal cost
estimate is based on empirical evidence that criminal justice costs at all levels of the system
do follow workloads. Since there is competition for scarce public funds in the budgetary
processbetween different areas of government as well as the alternative of lowering
taxesthere is every reason to believe that this value reasonably reflects what will happen
to criminal justice costs when workload goes up, or down.

Some have noted, however, that criminal justice costs go up with workload but may not fall
as fast (or at all) when workload decreases. The implication is that the cost function is not
symmetrical. While we feel that there is not much empirical support for this position, the
marginal costs developed by the Institute were estimated for time periods when criminal
justice system costs were generally increasing. So while we believe that the criminal justice
cost function is symmetrical, we do not know for sure that if a program reduces criminal
justice workloads, budget-makers will reduce costs by a commensurate amount.

Thus the cost adjustment factor (the factor is .9 on table Table III-A) is an arbitrary
percentage reduction in the taxpayer value of reducing crime. We think there is a good
case for not making an arbitrary reduction in the estimated value of reducing crime. But, as
a cautious assumption, and to avoid the chance that taxpayer benefits could be overstated,
the factor is set to reflect a 10 percent reduction. For the FFT example, another way of
saying this is that when felony convictions go up by one, we have strong empirical support
to conclude that criminal justice costs go up by $30,944. But, to be cautious, when felony
convictions go down by one, we are only assuming that costs go down by $27,850.

The next set of rows on Table III-A shows the derivation of the expected present value costs
avoided by the FFT intervention per participant: $16,310 = $30,944 X .9 X .5856 (the
change in the expected number of convictions per program participant).

Subtracted from this amount are the program costs per participant for FFT as estimated
with equation (25). For FFT, the program costs are estimated to be $2,161 per FFT
participant.
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After the program cost is subtracted, the bottom line of FFT for taxpayers is, on average, a
net gain of $14,149 for the average offender in the program. Per dollar of cost, the FFT
program is expected to produce $7.55 of taxpayer benefits.

A practical feature of the model structure is that "reverse engineering" calculations are
possible. One of the most difficult parts of any evaluation research is estimating how
successful programs are likely to be in practice. It can take several years to track a
program in order to estimate its effects on crime. Estimating costs, however, is easier than
evaluating program success rates. For example, for an early intervention program designed
to keep truants from becoming criminal offenders, it is an arduous task to determine how
effective the program will be in the long run. With a little algebra, however, it is possible to
solve for that factor and to assess the reasonableness of the result.

The break-even level for a program is defined with the following equation:

Break Even =
ProgramCost x 1

(Pbase X Mbase x Adi)XTotalCostcp

In the FFT example, ProgramCost is $2,161 per program participant. P base is the
percentage of the relevant Washington population expected to offend (or re-offend) without
the program. Mbase is the mean number of offenses (of those who re-offend) for the relevant
Washington population for whom the FFT program would be given. Adj are the two
adjustments discussed above.

.046 =
$2,161

* 1

((0.458 x 2.44)/ .667)x ($30,340 * .9)

Therefore, in order for FFT to break-even from a taxpayer's perspective, the program needs
to achieve a 4.6 percent reduction the number of convictions.

The bottom sections of Table III-A show estimates of the crime victim benefits associated
with the expected effects of FFT. In addition to costs paid by taxpayers, many of the costs
of crime are borne by victims. Some victims lose their lives. Others suffer direct, out-of-
pocket, personal or property losses. Psychological consequences also occur to crime
victims, including feeling less secure in society. The magnitude of victim costs is very
difficultand in some cases impossibleto quantify.

In recent years, however, national studies have taken significant steps in estimating crime
victim costs. One US Department of Justice study by Miller, Cohen, and Wiersema divides
crime victim costs into two types: a) Monetary costs which include medical and mental
health care expenses, property damage and losses, and the reduction in future earnings
incurred by crime victims; and b) Quality of Life cost estimates which place a dollar value on
the pain and suffering of crime victims.64 In that study, the quality of life victim costs are
computed from jury awards for pain, suffering, and lost quality of life; for murders, the victim

64 Miller, Ted R., Mark A. Cohen, Brian Wiersema, Victim Costs and Consequences: A New Look, Research Report, Washington
DC: National Institute of Justice, 1996.
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quality of life value is estimated from the amount people spend to reduce risks of death.
The quality of life victim cost calculations are controversial for use in setting public policy.65

In keeping with the Miller-Cohen study, Table III-A reports victim costs subdivided into
Monetary and Quality of Life estimates. Monetary victim costs provide a more conservative
estimate of victim costs, while the addition of quality of life cost estimates offer a more
expansive definition of victim costs.

For the FFT example, the table shows that the monetary crime victim benefits of avoiding
one felony conviction are estimated at $14,253. This figure assumes only one victimization
per conviction. When this value is multiplied by the 0.5856 reduced felonies per typical FFT
participant, the expected benefits are $8,347 in monetary crime victim benefits. When
these benefits are added to the taxpayer benefits of $16,310, the cumulative benefit
becomes $24,657. Subtracting the cost of the program from this value produces a total
NPV of $22,497, or $11.41 of benefits per dollar cost.

The victim monetary costs are then shown assuming multiple victimizations per conviction.
As the numbers on Table IV-I indicate, there are many more actual crimes than there are
arrests or convictions. If a program is expected to reduce the number of convictions, then it
may be reasonable to assume that the actual number of victimizations reduced will be
greater than the number of convictions reduced. Table III-A presents the victim benefits
both ways: assuming only one victimization per conviction or arrest (described in the
previous paragraph), or assuming multiple victimizations per conviction or arrest.

To provide a reasonable estimate for multiple victimizations per conviction or arrest, the
Institute calculates a crime rate lambda (the number of crimes per official offense). The
estimates of lambda for the juvenile court population for FFT are demonstrated in the
following table.

Calculation of the Number of Crimes per Conviction (Lambda) for
Juvenile Court Probationers

Type of Crime

Percent Distribution of
Juvenile Court

Probationers Re-
Convicted, by Type of

Offense,
From Table IV-B

(1)

Estimated Probability
of Conviction,

From Table IV-I,
column(9)

(2)

Estimates of
Lambdathe number

of crimes per conviction
(column(1)/column(2))

(3)

Percent
Distribution of

Lambda

(4)

Murder

Rape/Sex

Robbery

AA

Prop

Drug

1.3%

1.3%

7.2%

16.7%

55.0%

18.4%

99.11%

10.69%

10.45%

15.93%

2.79%

0.13%

0.01

0.12

0.69

1.05

19.70

147.34

0.008%

0.07%

0.41%

0.62%

11.66%

87.23%

Total

Total-NonDrug

100.0% 168.91

21.57

100.0%

65 See, for example, Clear, Todd R., "The Cost of CrimeOr Are Prisons or Community Programs the Best Crime Prevention
Investment?," Community Corrections Report, November /December 1996, Volume 4, No. 1.

72
P7 "1
I



This procedure is used to calculate lambda for each population studied with the cost-benefit
model. The method estimates lambda based on the percentage distribution of the types of
offenses for a given population (from Table IV-B) and the probability of convictions by type
of offense (from Table IV-I). In the above table, the estimated non-drug lambda for the FFT-
eligible juvenile court population is 21.57 felony convictions. This estimate is in the range of
estimates of non-drug lambdas from other research on criminal deterrence and
incapacitation. 66

The total lambda and its percentage distribution are shown on Table III-A in the Multiple
Victimization section. In conjunction with the present valued victim costs by crime type and
the estimated number of convictions reduced with FFT, an estimate of $16,883 is calculated
for the monetary victim costs avoided with FFT, assuming multiple victimizations per
conviction. When these benefits are added to the taxpayer benefits of $16,310, the
cumulative benefit becomes $33,143. Subtracting the cost of the program from this value
produces a total NPV of $30,982, or $15.34 of benefits per dollar cost.

The last part of Table III-A uses the same routine to estimate the value to crime victims
using the quality of life victimization costs produced by Miller and Cohen. Including all
victimization costs (monetary and quality of life) and including multiple victimizations
avoided for each conviction avoided, produces for FFT an estimate of $61,228 per FFT
participant in taxpayer and victim benefits. Subtracting the cost of the program from this
value produces a total NPV of $59,067, or $28.34 of benefits per dollar cost.

Two additional financial statistics can also be calculated for each program analyzed: the
internal rate of return on investment, and the number of years its takes for the taxpayer's
investment to be paid back (these statistics are not printed on Table III-A). Both of these
calculations are derived from the basic series of cash flows generated with the model. The
internal rate of return is calculated using Microsoft Excel's IRR function. The present value
cost of the program in equation is offset against the annual stream of benefits of reducing
crime in equation. Excel calculates the internal rate of return from this series of negative
and positive cash flows. For the payback statistic, the annual discounted benefits are
cumulated from year one forward. When the cumulative sum of benefits is greater than or
equal to the cost of the program, the year in which the up-front cost is paid back is
recorded.

Testing the Sensitivity of Input Data and Assumptions

The preceding sections describe a cost-benefit model that is "deterministic" in nature. That
is, based on all of the inputs to the model, a single set of cost-benefit summary statistics are
produced: the net present value of a program; its benefits/cost ratio; its internal rate of
return; the break-even levels; and the number of years it takes to pay back the original
investment.

66 See, for example, Marvell, T. B., & Moody, C. E., (1994), Prison population growth and crime reduction, Journal of Quantitative
Criminology, 10(2): 109-140.
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Many of the inputs to the model are, however, uncertain to one degree or another. Because
of this uncertainty, it is important to test how sensitive these "bottom line" conclusions are to
changes in some of the key input assumptions.

The Institute does this by using a multi-variable simulation technique. The cost-benefit
model uses Palisade's @RISK spreadsheet add-in to estimate the uncertainty around
several of the inputs to the model. The @RISK program performs a "monte carlo"
simulation. In this type of procedure, the model computes all of the calculations described
in this reportafter drawing randomly from user-defined probability distributions for each of
the key input parameters. The model performs these random draws many times (the user
can select 500, 1000, 5000 or as many times as he or she wants), each time calculating
different bottom-line cost-benefit statistics for an intervention. In the end, instead of having
a single set of bottom-line values for a program, a probability distribution is formed. This
allows an assessment of the riskiness and sensitivity of the key model inputs and,
ultimately, the reasonableness of the results of the cost-benefit analysis. For example,
instead of having one benefit-cost ratio of, say, $1.40 of benefits per dollar of cost, the
model would produce two values: the expected value of $1.40 and a statement indicating
the percent of the time that program's benefit cost ratio could be expected to fall below
$1.00. With this additional information, the user can determine how risky the overall
investment is, in addition to the expected bottom-line value.

The full results of the sensitivity analysis applied to the estimates shown in this report will be
described fully in a version 5.0 of this report.
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Table IV-C
General Model Parameters
Base Year Used in the Analysis

2000

Age Cut-Offs:
Maximum Age for Programs for Juveniles: 30

Maximum Age for Programs for Adults: 50

Effect Size Discounts:
Level 5 Research Design 0%

Level 4 Research Design 25%

Level 3 Research Design 50%

Level 2 Research Design 100%

Level 1 Research Design 100%

Non "Real-World" Programs 50%

Annual Discount and Interest Rates Used in the Analysis
Real Discount Rate 0.030
General Inflation Rate 0.030

Nominal Discount Rate) 0.061

Nominal Tax-Exempt Capital Cost 0.055

General Price Index Used in the Analysis

Year
Chain-Weighted Implicit Price Delfator

for Personal Consumption Expenditures

1961 0.223
1962 0.225
1963 0.228
1964 0.231

1965 0.234
1966 0.240
1967 0.246
1968 0.256
1969 0.267
1970 0.280
1971 0.292
1972 0.302
1973 0.319
1974 0.351

1975 0.380
1976 0.401

1977 0.427
1978 0.458
1979 0.498
1980 0.552

1981 0.601

1982 0.635
1983 0.662
1984 0.686
1985 0.710
1986 0.727
1987 0.755
1988 0.784
1989 0.819
1990 0.856
1991 0.889
1992 0.916

1993 0.938
1994 0.957
1995 0.979
1996 1.000

1997 1.019

1998 1.030

1999 1.048

2000 1.074

2001 1.098
2002 1.123

(1) Nominal discount rate set to equal (1 +real discount rate) X (1 +general inflation rate)-1.

Source for Price Deflator: Washington Economic and Revenue Forecast, Office of Forecast Council,
November 2000.
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Table IV-J
Incremental Program Costs-Estimates Used in the Cost-Benefit Analysis

Type of Prevention or
Intervention Program

Program Group
Treatment Cost

Comparison Group
Treatment Cost

Note

Cost per
Program

Participant

Year
Dollars are

Denom-
inated

Number of
Years
Dollars
Incurred

Cost per
Program

Participant

Year
Dollars are

Denom-
hated

Number of
Years

Adult In-Prison Therapeutic Community without
Community Aftercare

$Z604 2000 1 $0 2000 1

This cost estimate assumes al 11-month TC program at an incremental $9/day (beyond
normal incarceration costs); a 75% TC graduation rate and, of the non-graduates, that they
complete 46% of the program before dropping out.

Adult In-Prison Therapeutic Community with Community
Aftercare

$3,100 2000 1 $0 2000 1

This cost estimate assumes a 11-month TC program at an incremental $9/day (beyond
normal incarceration costs); an 87% graduation rate and, of the non-graduates, that they
complete 46% of the program before dropping out. Full aftercare is estimated to cost $1350,
with 50% of TC graduates participating in AC, 43% completing AC and, of the AC non-
completers, that they complete 0% of the program before dropping out.

Non-Prison Therapeutic Community $1,964 1999 1 $0 1999 1

This cost estimate assumes a 6-month community TC program at an incremental $9/day
(beyond the costs of a normal work release facility); a 65% completion rate and, of the non-
completers, that they complete 25% of the program before dropping out.

Adult Drug Courts $2,500 1999 1 $0 1998
This is an estimate of the incremental costs for a drug court participant vs. regular court
processing, based on numbers from the Bell(98), Spokane(99), and Finigan(99) studies.

Non-Adult In-Prison residential Substance Abuse
Treatment

$1,500 2000 1 $0 2000 1

This estimate assumes a 3 month in-prison outpatient program at $500 per month. The
estimate is based on a range of values reported in French et al. (2000), Anderson et al.
(1998), Du & Phipps (1997).

Adult Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment $1,875 1992 1 $0 1992 1 This cost estimate assumes 25 sessions at $75 per session.

Adult Offender Case Management Substance Abuse
Programs

$1,964 1994 1 $0 1994 1 Cost estimate based on WSIPP analysis of Anglin(99).

Adult Intensive Supervision: Surveillance-Oriented
Enhancements to Probation/Parole

$3,217 1999 1 $0 1999
The cost estimate is for the incremental costs of ISP (beyond normal supervision costs),
based on WSIPP analysis of RAND ISP and APPA cost studies.

Adult Intensive Supervision: Treatment-Oriented
Enhancement to Probation/Parole

$3,718 1999 1 $0 1999
The cost estimate is for the incremental costs of ISP (beyond normal supervision costs),
based on WSIPP analysis of RAND ISP and APPA cost studies.

Adult Intensive Supervision: Surveillance-Oriented
Diversion from Prison

-$5,782 1999 1 $0 1999
The cost estimate is for the incremental costs of ISP (beyond normal supervision costs),
based on WSIPP analysis of RAND ISP and APPA cost studies.

Adult Cognitive-Behavioral Sex Offender Treatment with
(or without) Relapse Prevention

$6,246 2000 1 $0 1998 1 This is an estimate of Washington State's se, offender treatment cost per person.

Adult Drug Treatment Programs in Jails $999 1992 1 $0 1992
This estimate of the incremental costs for a drug treatment program in jails is based on
WSIPP analysis of Peters(93), Dugan(98) Tunis (96).

Work Release Programs $25,883

$615

$966

1992

1990

1975

1

1

1

$25,494

$0

$0

1992

1990

1975

1

I

1

These cost estimatess are those reported by Turner(96) for the Washington State work
release study.
This cost estimate is based on WSIPP analysis of Project Rio in Texas as reported in
Menon(95).

This cost estimate is based on WSIPP analysis of Berk(80) and Maller(78).

Job Counseling & Job Search for Inmates Leaving Prison

Shortterm Financial Assistance for Inmates Leaving
Prison

Subsidized Jobs for Older Inmates Leaving Prison $10,000 1997 1 $0 1997 1 This cost estimate is based on WSIPP analysis of Uggen(97).

Moral Reconation Therapy $297 1998 1 $0 1998 1

This cost estimate assumes 62 sessions at 2 hours per session (plus 1/2 hour preparation
time per person) valued at the hourly cost of a community corrections officer II in
Washington, with the MRT intervention given to groups of 12 offenders.

Reasoning and Rehabilitation $296 1998 1 $0 1998 1

This cost estimate assumes 36 sessions at 2 hours per session (plus 1/2 hour preparation
time per person) valued at the hourly cost of a community corrections officer II in
Washington, with the R&R intervention given to groups of 7 offenders.

Adult Basic Education $1,871 1997 1 $0 1997 1 This cost estimate based on a fiscal analysis of Washington's ABE program.

Adult In-Prison Vocational Education $1,859 1997 1 $0 1997
This cost estimate based on a fiscal analysis (by JLARC) of Washington's in-prison
vocational education program.

Adult Correctional Industries $1,800 2000 1 $0 2000
This cost estimate based on a fiscal analysis of Washington's correctional industries
Program.

Mutt Boot Camps $14,271 1995 1 $23,136 1995 1
This cost estimate based on a fiscal analysis of Washington's adult boot camp program,
assuming no prison "net widening."

Adult Boot Camps-As a Partial Diversion from Regular
Incarceration

$14,271 1995 1 $17,352 1995
1

This cost estimate based on a fiscal analysis of Washington's adult boot camp program,
assuming 25% prison "net widening."

Juvenile Sex Offender Treatment-Pnmarily Cognitive-
Behavioral

$9,920 2000 1 $0 2000 1 WSIPP

Multi-Systemic Therapy $5,000 1997 1 $500 1997
WSIPP interpretation of MST costs less immediate probation service provision costs avoided
when a juvenile goes into MST.

Diversion with Services (vs. Regular Juvenile Court
Processing)

$400 1997
.

1 $500 1995 1 WSIPP interpretation of typical diversion services costs and typical probation costs.

Diversion-Simple Release without Services (vs. Regular
Court Processing)

$100 1997 1 $500 1995 1 WSIPP interpretation of typical diversion costs and typical probation costs.

Diversion with Services (vs. Simple Release without
Services

$400 1997 1 $100 1997 1 WSIPP interpretation of typical diversion services costs and typical probation costs.pr

TherapyFunctional Family apy $2,550 1997 1 $500 1997
WSIPP interpretation of FFT costs less immediate probation service provision costs avoided
when a uvenile goes into FFT.

Multidimensional. Treatment Foster Care $18,394 1997 1 $16,625 1998 1 This is a WSIPP estimate of the costs of MTFC vs. the costs of regular group home care.

Juvenile Boot Camps $30,457 1999 1 $45,508 1999 1 WSIPP estimate based on Peters (97) and LEAD (97) costs.

National Job Corps $11,111 1999 1 $5,136 1999 1 This is a prelinimary cost estimate based on information in Schochet(00).

Job Training Partnership Act $2,740 1989 1 $1,649 1989 1 Cost estimates based on Blcom(94).

Coordinated Services $572 1997 1 SO 1997 1 This is a WSIPP estimate based on information in Ezell(97) and Tolan (87).

Scared Straight Type Programs $50 1999 1 $0 1999 1 The Institute assumed a nominal amount of incremental program cost per participant.

Aggression Replacement Training $900 1997 1 $200 1997
WSIPP interpretation of ART costs less immediate probation service provision costs avoided
when a juvenile goes into ART.

Adolescent Diversion Project $1,600 1997 1 $500 1995 1
WSIPP interpretation of ADP costs less immediate diversion service provision costs avoided
when a juvenile goes into ADP.

Juvenile Court Intensive Probation (as enhancement to
regular probation)

$3 128, 1995 1 $1,091 1995
Based on 1995 WSIPP suvery of Washington juvenile courts, estimated ISP caseloads of 15
compared to 43 for regular probation.

Juvenile Court Intensive Probation (as alternative to
incarceration)

$3,128 1995 1 $20,400 1996
WSIPP estimate, from survey of WA juvenile courts and estimated institutional costs,
assuming 6.8 months on ISP, vs 6.8 months in an institution.

Juvenile Intensive Parole Supervision (as enhancement
to regular parole) $2,500 1997 1 $0 1997 1 WSIPP

Early Childhood Education and Therapeutic Child Care
for Disadvantaged Youth $8,321 1996 1 $0 1996

This is a weighted average present value cost from data in Schweinhart(93), Reynolds(97),
arg114-al ilia_

Nurse Home Visitation $3,000 1997 2.5 $0 1997 1 This estimate d from the BluePrint, averaging the $2800 and $3000 figures.

Children At Risk Program $4,700 1995 1 $0 1995 1 Cost estimate based on Harrell(99).
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Appendix J(2)
Program -Level Parameters in the Cost-Benefit Model

Type of Prevention or
Intervention Program

Age of Participant Parameters Crime Distribution Parameters Other Parameters

Typical
Age of

Program
Participant

Follow-up
Age

Extensio
n Divisor

Juvenile
or Adult

Distributi.
on

Number

Age
Distributi

on
Number

Crime
Type
Dist

Method

AARG Bivariate
Method

Mean
Number
Method

Felony
Scalar

Arrest/Convic
tion Multple

switch

Cost
Adjustme

nt

Adult In-Prison Therapeutic Community without
Community Aftercare

30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult In-Prison Therapeutic Community with Community
Aftercare

30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Non-Prison Therapeutic Community 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Drug Courts 30 38 0.898 A 48 7 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult In-Prison Non-residential Substance Abuse
Treatment

30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment 30 38 0.898 A 39 7 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Offender Case Management Substance Abuse
Programs

30 38 0.898 A 39 7 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Intensive Supervision: Surveillance-Oriented
Enhancements to Probation/Parole

30 38 0.898 A 38 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Intensive Supervision: Treatment-Oriented
Enhancement to Probatiori/Parole

30 38 0.898 A 38 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adak Intensive Supervision: Surveillance-Oriented
Diversion from Prison

30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Cognitive-Behavioral Sex Offender Treatment with
(or without) Relapse Prevention

30 38 0.898 A 22 6 1 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Drug Treatment Programs in Jails 30 38 0.898 A 48 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Work Release Programs 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Job Counseling & Job Search for Inmates Leaving Prison 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Short-term Financial Assistance for Inmates Leaving
Prison

30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Subsidized Jobs for Older Inmates Leaving Prison 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Moral Reconation Therapy 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Reasoning and Rehabilitation 30 38 0.898 A 39 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Basic Education 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult In-Prison Vocational Education 30 38 0.898 A 8 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Correctional Industries 40 48 0,992 A 23 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adult Boot Camps 22 30 0.735 A 21 6 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Juvenile Sex Offender Treatment-Primarily Cognitive-
Behavioral

15 22 0.667 J 63 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Multi-Systemic Therapy 15 22 0.667 J 55 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Diversion with Services (vs. Regular Juvenile Court
Processing)

14 21 0.616 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Diversion-Simple Release without Services (vs. Regular
Court Processing)

14 21 0.616 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Diversion with Services (vs. Simple Release without
Services)

14 21 0.616 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Functional Family Therapy 15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care 15 22 0.667 J 55 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Juvenile Boot Camps 15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

National Job Corps 17 24 0.761 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Job Training Partnership Act 17 24 0.761 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Coordinated Services 14 21 0.616 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Scared Straight Type Programs 15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Aggression Replacement Training 15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Adolescent Diversion Project 14 21 0.616 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Juvenile Court Intensive Probation (as enhancement to
regular probation)

15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Juvenile Court Intensive Probation (as alternative to
incarceration)

16 23 0.715 J 55 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Juvenile Intensive Parole Supervision (as enhancement
to regular parole)

16 23 0.715 J 55 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Other Juvenile Institutional-Based Treatments 16 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Wildemess Programs 16 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Other Family-Based Therapy Approaches 15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Structured Restitution for Juvenile Offenders (vs regular
court programming)

15 22 0.667 J 53 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Early Childhood Education and Therapeutic Child Care
for Disadvantaged Youth

4 27 0.913 J 61 1 2 0.00 2 2 0.38 1 0.90

Children At Risk Program 12 19 0.505 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Seattle Social Development Project 6 18 0.435 J 54 2 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

Quantum Opportunities Program 14 21 0.616 J 54 3 2 0.00 2 2 1.00 2 0.90

99 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A IIN/A ttN/A #N/A #N/A
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Table IVL
Nurse Home Visitation (the children)

0
c 1,-.

g
8

0 =ILI 0

gi
CA

=o
2
a.

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) 0.000 -0.227

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program (2) 100.0% X 0.45

...with the program (from effect sizes) 100.0% X 0.33

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.450
0.325

-0.125

inc
Q

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

38.0%

28.1%

0.610

0.440

-0.1693

-27.8%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

40

S
fn

(-2

1,
Kai

x
RI
1-

0
2 2
0 g
6 0
.... a
tlf L-

8 .
u.

Present value cost of one offense -$238,659 -$39,580 -$39,271 -$29,587 -$5,068 -$6,127 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$20,716
100%

-$20,716
0.9

2.47%

-$5,897
2.47%

-$5,897

1.26%

-$500
1.26%

-$500

10.00%

-$3,927

10.00%

-$3,927

23.91%

-$7,073
23.91%

-$7,073

47.42%
-$2,403

47.42%

-$2,403

14.94%

-$916

14.94%

-$916

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0

0
to E '8
ol 0 c..)o c1- 0 17a. cCO

to

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$11,365
-$8,208

$3,157
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $7,733

iPi
co E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$4,576
$0.41

-68.0%

In-

00

4'ci
E

0
>

Estimated present value cost -$630,964
2.47%

-$15,591

0.021%

-$17,119

$2,899

-$3,883

1.26%

-$49

0.05%

-$248

$42

-$1,531

10.00%

-$153

0.38%

-$748

$127

-$914

23.91%
-$218

0.74%

-$879

$149

-$364

47.42%
-$173

6.27%

-$2,946

$499

$0
14.94%

$0

92.54%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

E 13

2
5 g II
g 4 7 0

N0

Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$16,184
$2,740

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,897
-$1,836

$0.76

c0

IV 0
2
.ti 0

cE 0
IS 0
.2 0.4
0.
F-2

=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

129.19

-$21,940
-21.88

$3,715
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,872

-$861

$0.89

s
ou)

u
0

11

Ts
=0
a
>

Estimated present value cost -$1,170,806
-$28,930

-$31,766

$5,379

-$51,458

-$651

-$3,287

$557

-$3,790

-$379

-$1,851

$313

-$4,962

-$1,186

-$4,775

$809

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

E
0'ZS> iii

2 N
0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$31,146
$5,274

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$11,171

$3,438
$1.44

. tn
a.

-1
2E

wt- t- ..=

2 5 N

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$41,680

$7,057
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$13,929
$6,196

$1.80

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent
(2) Based on: Self-Reported Arrests at age 15
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Table lV L
Nurse Home Visitation (the mothers)

0ca

-a-

Et 11,
g =W 0
E g

ca) 0
o
Et:

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) 0.000 -0.349

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 100.0% X 0.69

...with the program (from effect sizes) 100.0% X 0.41

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.690
0.410

-0.280

0
c

iWithout
co
=
Vi
4

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

25.0%

80.6%

0.214

0.127

-0.0868

-40.6%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

-T
CI)

8

(..)

1.),

fa
O.x
g

0
2

2o. og

0 0..
cf; g

IL

Present value cost of one offense -$390,754 -$88,548 -$97,028 -$50,905 -$16,948 -$18,829 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributionv)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,108

100%

-$32,108
0.9

1.01%

-$3,961

1.01%

-$3,961

5.44%

-$4,815
5.44%

-$4,815

3.45%

-$3,349
3.45%

-$3,349

11.92%

-$6,066

11.92%

-$6,066

42.73%
-$7,243

42.73%

-$7,243

35.45%
-$6,674

35.45%

-$6,674

0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0

(0)11

ril 0
ot C.)o C
- tne 13e

'`' a

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$6,183

-$3,674
$2,509

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $7,733

.
`1) E

NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$5,224
$0.32

-125.1%

cri

0
c-:,

ki

4'c
g
E

.f.)
>

Estimated present value cost -$947,107

1.01%

-$9,601

0.003%

-$9,687

$841

-$5,378

5.44%

-$292

0.17%

-$2,736

$238

-$2,209

3.45%

-$76

0.11%

-$729

$63

-$1,250

11.92%

-$149

0.25%

-$934

$81

-$514

42.73%

-$220

5.09%

-$7,864

$683

$0
35.45%

$0

94.38%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

E 4-;
cl A. E
f..) cz 5 .,
's*- = e° 1 0p ....

Distribution of one victimizationr4
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$10,338

$898
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,407
-$4,326

$0.44

.to
.2,

.d :
g ci
IS 0

a.
c15

=
2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

300.46

-$21,952
-26.09

$1,906
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,415
-$3,318

$0.57

to....

ou)

(-)0
4.-

..5i'
a
=0
, ;
---
>

Estimated present value cost -$1,757,435

-$17,815

-$17,976
$1,561

-$71,281

-$3,876

-$36,267
$3,149

-$5,468

-$189

-$1,805

$157

-$6,786

-$809

-$5,074

$441

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

.

E c
0ti> 3
as

® N
0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$22,689

$1,970
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,377

-$2,356

$0.70

.2 ^I. u)
. E ..5

E 72 .=
= .

>
. o.2 N

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$61,123

$5,307
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,722
$1,989
$1.26

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony convictions by age 33
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Table IVL
Early Childhood Education and Therapeutic Child Care for Disadvantaged Youth

ta

c 0
> E

:

0

8..2 s
ri 0
E g
e
e0,6-
a,

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.115 -0.165

Expected outcomes for those ...

. . .without the progrann(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 14.4% X 1.71

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.247

-0.119

....:

g
is
egt

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

61.6%

0.593
0.400

-0.1928

-32.5%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bet)/ Assault Prop, Dry Misd:
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Present value cost of one offense -$163,713 -$73,385 -$80,055 -$59,930 -$10,004 -$14,459 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$24,102
100%

-$24,102
0.9

1.39%

-$2,277
1.39%

-$2,277

0.71%

-$522
0.71%

-$522

5.63%

-$4,505
5.63%

-$4,505

13.45%

-$8,063
13.45%

-$8,063

59.73%
-$5,976
59.73%

-$5,976

19.08%
-$2,759
19.08%

-$2,759

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

u)s 4 0El, ..- o= 0 02 al a
a. co cto

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$12,862
-$8,679
$4,182

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $8,936

g Z"= co
co E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$4,754
$0.47

-69.5%

4
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ta
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44
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Estimated present value cost -$872,482

1.39%

-$12,133

0.008%

-$12,243

$2,361

-$5,279

0.71%

-$38

0.04%

-$351

$68

-$1,995

5.63%

-$112

0.31%

-$1,074

$207

-$1,238

13.45%

-$167

0.48%

-$1,045

$202

-$486

59.73%

-$290

12.18%

-$10,392

$2,004

$0

19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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a 74

Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$12,740
$2,456

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,639
-$2,298

$0.74
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$25,105
-33.84

$4,841
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV

Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,023

$87

$1.01

0
o
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o
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Estimated present value cost -$1,618,962
-$22,515

-$22,718

$4,380

-$69,971

-$498

-$4,658

$898

-$4,940

-$278

-$2,659

$513

-$6,722

-$904

-$5,676
$1,094

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$24,195
$4,665

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$11,304
$2,368

$1.26

®= U3
0. E ,,c
352 t 0:
2 > iri

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,710

$6,885
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$15,908

$6,972
$1.78

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Seattle Social Development Project
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The eXpected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of s
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.125 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 14.1% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.275

-0.090

iWithout

m
134

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(21)

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%
43.5%

0.839

0.632

-0.2075
-24.7%

Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.
Total Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug ,Misd. 1
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Present value cost of one offense -$189,789 -$60,795 -$65,479 -$53,536 -$7,820 -$11,785 $0
W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$20,879

100%

-$20,879

0.9

1.39%

-$2,639
1.39%

-$2,639

0.71%

-$433
0.71%

-$433

5.63%

-$3,685
5.63%

-$3,685

13.45%

-$7,203

13.45%

-$7,203

59.73%
-$4,671

59.73%

-$4,671

19.08%

-$2,249

19.08%

-$2,249

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$15,774
-$11,875

$3,898
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $4,355
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$456

$0.90
-27.6%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,011,446
1.39%

-$14,066

0.008%

-$14,193

$2,944

-$6,120

0.71%

-$44

0.04%

-$407

$85

-$2,313

5.63%
-$130

0.31%

-$1,245

$258

-$1,435

13.45%

-$193

0.48%

-$1,212

$251

-$563
59.73%

-$337

12.18%

-$12,047

$2,499

$0
19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,769

$3,064
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,962
$2,608

$1.60
0.i
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0
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,104
-36.41

$6,038
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV

Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,936
$5,581

$2.28
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Estimated present value cost -$1,876,821

-$26,101

-$26,336

$5,463

-$81,116

-$577

-$5,400
$1,120

-$5,726

-$322

-$3,082

$639

-$7,793

-$1,048

-$6,580

$1,365

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$28,049

$5,819
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$12,781

$8,426
$2.93

.2 -1. so. e c
:fg 1 1,2
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$41,398

$8,588
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$18,524
$14,169

$4.25

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Quantum Opportunities Program
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.313 -0.300

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 8.2% X 1.51

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.124

-0.241

0

co
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=
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

61.6%

0.593
0.202

-0.3914
-66.0%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$360,819 -$85,913 -$89,705 -$51,804 -$12,631 -$18,370 $0
W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$28,698
100%

-$28,698

0.9

1.39%

-$5,018
1.39%

-$5,018

0.71%

-$611

0.71%

-$611

5.63%
-$5,048

5.63%

-$5,048

13.45%

-$6,970

13.45%

-$6,970

59.73%
-$7,545

59.73%

-$7,545

19.08%

-$3,505
19.08%

-$3,505

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$15,314
-$5,205

$10,109
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $18,964

N z., g
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$8,854
$0.53

-123.8%
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Estimated present value cost -$920,401

1.39%

-$12,800

0.008%

-$12,915

$5,055

-$5,747

0.71%

-$41

0.04%

-$383

$150

-$2,175

5.63%

-$122

0.31%

-$1,171

$458

-$1,304

13.45%

-$175

0.48%

-$1,101

$431

-$520

59.73%
-$310

12.18%

-$11,111

$4,349

$0
19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(23

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$13,449

$5,264
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$15,374
-$3,590

$0.81

.G')

2
0

N
iti

0
E c0
IS 2

o.
c2

73
=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$26,680
-68.69

$10,443
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$20,553

$1,589

$1.08

ch

0
ea

0
0
Y..

:I

Z'
o

li
=0
d
:_-
-,

Estimated present value cost -$1,707,879
-$23,751

-$23,965

$9,380

-$76,163

-$542

-$5,070

$1,985

-$5,385

-$303

-$2,899

$1,135

-$7,081

-$953

-$5,979

$2,340

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$25,549
$10,000

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$25,374
$6,410

$1.34
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$37,913
$14,840

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$35,392
$16,428

$1.87

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Mentoring
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of Expected Number
Offenses or Offenses per of Offenses
Re-Offenses Offender per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.045 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 17.0% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(21)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

0.365
0.332

-0.033

100.0%

56.3%

0.650

0.590

-0.0592

-9.1%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses berg Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$258,894 -$73,827 -$77,601 -$55,972 -$8,969 -$13,745 $0
W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$24,004
100%

-$24,004
0.9

1.39%

-$3,600
1.39%

-$3,600

0.71%

-$525

0.71%

-$525

5.63%

-$4,367

5.63%
-$4,367

13.45%

-$7,531

13.45%

-$7,531

59.73%
-$5,358

59.73%

-$5,358

19.08%

-$2,623

19.08%

-$2,623

0.00%
$0

0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$14,033
-$12,754

$1,279
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,054
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$225

$1.21

-7.5%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,044,272
1.39%

-$14,523

0.008%

-$14,653

$867

-$6,319
0.71%

-$45

0.04%

-$421

$25

-$2,388

5.63%

-$134

0.31%

-$1,286

$76

-$1,482

13.45%

-$199

0.48%

-$1,251

$74

-$574

59.73%

-$343

12.18%

-$12,281

$727

$0

19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$15,244

$902
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,181

$1,127

$2.07
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,892

-10.39

$1,769
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,048
$1,994

$2.89
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Estimated present value cost -$1,937,732

-$26,948

-$27,191

$1,610

-$83,749

-$596

-$5,575

$330

-$5,912

-$333

-$3,182

$188

-$8,046

-$1,082

-$6,793

$402
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$28,959
$1,714

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV

Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,895

$2,841

$3.70
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$42,742

$2,530
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,578
$4,524

$5.29

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table lV L
National Job Corps
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.079 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 15.7% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.307

-0.058
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0
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as `3/0 of total)

Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))
the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements

Percentage change

100.0%
76.1%

0.480
0.404

-0.0768

-16.0%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$428,049 -$103,362 -$104,229 -$58,575 -$15,104 -$20,352 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributionr2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$33,340
100%

-$33,340
0.9

1.39%

-$5,953
1.39%

-$5,953

0.71%

-$735
0.71%

-$735

5.63%
-$5,865

5.63%

-$5,865

13.45%

-$7,881

13.45%

-$7,881

59.73%
-$9,022
59.73%
-$9,022

19.08%
-$3,883
19.08%

-$3,883

0.00%

$0

0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$14,417
-$12,112

$2,305
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $6,123
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$3,818

$0.38
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Estimated present value cost -$1,037,503
1.39%

-$14,428

0.008%

-$14,558

$1,119

-$6,278

0.71%

-$45

0.04%

-$418

$32

-$2,373

5.63%
-$134

0.31%

-$1,277

$98

-$1,472
13.45%

-$198

0.48%

-$1,243

$95

-$566

59.73%

-$338

12.18%

-$12,100

$930

$0
19.08%
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86.98%
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$0

$0

E zi
ii 2
> 2 g
02 1 0

Distribution of one victimizationm
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$15,143
$1,163

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,469
-$2,654

$0.57
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,596
-13.48

$2,274
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,579

-$1,544
$0.75
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Estimated present value cost -$1,925,172
-$26,773

-$27,014

$2,076

-$83,206
-$592

-$5,539

$426

-$5,874

-$331

-$3,162

$243

-$7,994

-$1,075

-$6,749
$519
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times grog. change in offenses

-$28,771

$2,210
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,679
-$444

$0.93

.2 -P- y
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$42,465

$3,263
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$7,842
$1,719

$1.28

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Job Training Partnership Act
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) 0.100 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 22.8% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.445

0.079

0
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(21)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%
76.1%

0.480

0.585

0.1044
21.7%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$428,049 -$103,362 -$104,229 -$58,575 -$15,104 -$20,352 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributiont21

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$33,340
100%

-$33,340
0.9

1.39%

-$5,953
1.39%

-$5,953

0.71%
-$735

0.71%

-$735

5.63%

-$5,865
5.63%

-$5,865

13.45%

-$7,881

13.45%

-$7,881

59.73%

-$9,022
59.73%

-$9,022

19.08%

-$3,883
19.08%

-$3,883

0.00%
$0

0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$14,417
-$17,548
-$3,131

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,431

NE Z'= to
E

NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$4,562
-$2.19
-9.9%

S0o
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Estimated present value cost -$1,037,503
1.39%

-$14,428

0.008%

-$14,558

-$1,519

-$6,278

0.71%

-$45

0.04%

-$418

-$44

-$2,373

5.63%

-$134

0.31%

-$1,277

-$133

-$1,472

13.45%

-$198

0.48%

-$1,243

-$130

-$566

59.73%
-$338

12.18%

-$12,100

-$1,263

$0
19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$15,143

-$1,580
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$4,711
-$6,142

-$3.29
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,596
18.31

-$3,088
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$6,220
-$7,651

-$4.35
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Estimated present value cost -$1,925,172

-$26,773

-$27,014

-$2,819

-$83,206

-$592

-$5,539
-$578

-$5,874

-$331

-$3,162
-$330

-$7,994

-$1,075

-$6,749.
-$704

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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$0
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0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$28,771

-$3,002
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$7,714

-$9,145
-$5.39

-9. = 00. E
*.E Z' .2c C.) 73

2 > N

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$42,465

-$4,431
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$10,651

-$12,082
-$7.44

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Multi-Systemic Therapy
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with , ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.314 -0.414

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(?) 60.0% X 2.93

...with the program (from effect sizes) 44.4% X 2.00

Expected change in the number of offenses(?)

=

=

1.760
0.889

-0.871
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(?)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

2.641

1.333

-1.3072

-49.5%

Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.
Total Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0
W/O Prog., offense distribution(?)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591
1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200
1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%

-$6,695

7.22%
-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492

16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997

55.03%

-$5,997

18.42%

-$2,969

18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$73,537
-$37,133

$36,404
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $4,743

; to

(1) E

NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$31,661

$7.68
-6.4%

0
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$17,725

-$6,289
1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

$1,019

-$2,377

7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

$2,146

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

$2,022

-$569
55.03%

-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

$14,660

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

E ri
c3 . Su cc _
>
g V3 0

.2 g
0- .L4

Distribution of one victimization(?)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253
$18,631

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$55,036

$50,293

$11.60
0.
.2
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..0 0E c
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
-220.79

$37,571
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$73,976

$69,233

$15.60
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

$32,890

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330
$13,503

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065
$5,313

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400
$10,980

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803
$36,344

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$91,380

$86,637
$19.27

2 E 0o.
1; :8.2
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

- $47,955

$62,685
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$136,661

$131,918
$28.81

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Functional Family Therapy
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.254 -0.149

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 33.5% X 2.17

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.117
0.726

-0.390

o
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=
Fe
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

1.675

1.089

-0.5856

-35.0%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200

1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%

-$6,695
7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492
16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997

55.03%

-$5,997

18.42%

-$2,969
18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646
-$30,336

$16,310
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,161

; 0
(i) E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost

Pct. reducton to break-even

$14,149

$7.55

-4.6%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$7,941

-$6,289

1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

$456

-$2,377

7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

$962

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

$906

-$569

55.03%

-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

$6,568

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0
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Distribution of one victimization
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253
$8,347

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$24,657
$22,497
$11.41
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
-98.92

$16,833
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$33,143

$30,982
$15.34
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

$14,735

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330
$6,050

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065
$2,381

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400
$4,919

$0
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$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

.

..E c
0o> 1

2 N
0

Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses
-$27,803
$16,283

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$40,941

$38,780

$18.95

2 -1. 0a. E c
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2 > 2

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955
$28,085

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$61,228
$59,067
$28.34

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Aggression Replacement Training
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.180 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 37.0% X 2.44

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.117
0.900

-0.216
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(21)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

1.675

1.351

-0.3241

-19.3%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200

1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%

-$6,695

7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492

16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997

55.03%

-$5,997

18.42%

-$2,969

18.42%

-$2,969
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$0

(0)
E ...1 r,')
El = o
to ...0 c.,
o+- 0 12
a. CO Ato

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646
-$37,620

$9,025
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $738
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$8,287

$12.23

-1.6%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$4,394

-$6,289
1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

$253

-$2,377

7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

$532

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

$501

-$569
55.03%

-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

$3,634

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%
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$0

0.00%

$0

$0

i 13
®7..o o.0 ri,c

> o .P=
ea° (I 0
6 2.1

Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253

$4,619
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$13,644
$12,907

$18.49
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.E

100%

168.91

-$28,742
-54.74

$9,315
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$18,340
$17,602

$24.86
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

$8,154

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330
$3,348

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065
$1,317

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400
$2,722
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803

$9,010
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$22,655

$21,917
$30.71

2 "=, ci)0- E c

M > 13

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955

$15,541

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$33,881

$33,143
$45.92

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table lV L
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.370 -0.034

Expected outcomes for those ...

... wi t h o u t the program(2) 60.0% X 2.93

... wi t h the program (from effect sizes) 41.6% X 2.86

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.760
1.188

-0.572
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

2.641

1.783

-0.8577

-32.5%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributionm
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200
1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%
-$6,695

7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492

16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997
55.03%

-$5,997

18.42%

-$2,969
18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$73,537
-$49,649

$23,888
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,052
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$21,836

$11.64

-2.8%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$11,631

-$6,289
1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

$669

-$2,377
7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

$1,408

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

$1,327

-$569

55.03%
-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

$9,619

$0
18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253

$12,226
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$36,113
$34,061

$17.60
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
LambdaLambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
-144.88

$24,654
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$48,541

$46,489
$23.66
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

$21,581

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330
$8,860

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065

$3,487

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400

$7,205

$0

$0

$0
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$0

$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803

$23,848
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$59,962
$57,910

$29.22

. ina E E
32- 1-3 i

i > 4

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955
$41,133

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$89,674
$87,622
$43.70

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Adolescent Diversion Project

00 -a.0
8 E
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g '
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.273 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program (2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 9.3% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.183

-0.183

4g

g
n.

=

4

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

61.6%

0.593
0.296

-0.2968
-50.1%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

Zi

8
to
--)0
1..0

,>

xI

0
2 2
0 tg5
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Present value cost of one offense -$299,919 -$80,960 -$84,020 -$56,288 -$9,732 -$14,754 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$25,677
100%

-$25,677
0.9

1.39%

-$4,171

1.39%

-$4,171

0.71%

-$576
0.71%

-$576

5.63%

-$4,728
5.63%

-$4,728

13.45%

-$7,573

13.45%

-$7,573

59.73%

-$5,813
59.73%

-$5,813

19.08%
-$2,815

19.08%

-$2,815

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0
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43
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a. c03 al

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$13,702
-$6,844

$6,858
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,138

; m
(i) E

NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$5,720
$6.03

-8.3%

.r.s
in0

C
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c
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Estimated present value cost -$1,041,531
1.39%

-$14,484

0.008%

-$14,615

$4,337

-$6,302
0.71%

-$45

0.04%

-$420

$125

-$2,382

5.63%

-$134

0.31%

-$1,282

$381

-$1,478

13.45%

-$199

0.48%

-$1,248

$370

-$572

59.73%

-$342

12.18%

-$12,224

$3,628

$0
19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

g r,
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$15,204

$4,512
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$11,370
$10,233

$9.99
0c
.2
to
14 0

0

E 0w
t' U> 2
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o.
47.
B2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,788
-52.08

$8,840
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$15,699

$14,561

$13.80

0
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1
'15
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Estimated present value cost -$1,932,645

-$26,877

-$27,119

$8,048

-$83,529
-$594

-$5,561

$1,650

-$5,897

-$332

-$3,174

$942

-$8,025

-$1,080

-$6,776

$2,011

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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EE c
° °> .1.71.

® N
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$28,883

$8,572
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$19,942

$18,804
$17.53

2 0c. E 5
c ;
2 > 14

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$42,629

$12,651
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$28,350

$27,212
$24.92

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Diversion with Services (vs. Regular Juvenile Court Processing)
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76-
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.048 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 16.9% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.330

-0.036

o
c

iWithout
V1
=

:5*4

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

61.6%

0.593

0.535

-0.0581

-9.8%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

4/2
11

8
0
a,..
41'a.
oia
Xi

2 'A
0 e15 0.. o
th ....
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Present value cost of one offense -$299,919 -$80,960 -$84,020 -$56,288 -$9,732 -$14,754 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$25,677
100%

-$25,677
0.9

1.39%

-$4,171

1.39%

-$4,171

0.71%

-$576
0.71%

-$576

5.63%

-$4,728
5.63%

-$4,728

13.45%

-$7,573
13.45%

-$7,573

59.73%
-$5,813

59.73%

-$5,813

19.08%

-$2,815

19.08%

-$2,815

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0

0E e) r.
40 3... ,0) c uo -0u. 0 ccoa.

to

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$13,702
-$12,359

$1,343
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) -$127

; 0
u)

E
NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$1,470

n/a

0.9%

0
(-:,
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115c

E
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Estimated present value cost -$1,041,531

1.39%

-$14,484

0.008%

-$14,615

$849

-$6,302
0.71%

-$45

0.04%

-$420

$24

-$2,382
5.63%

-$134

0.31%

-$1,282

$75

-$1,478

13.45%

-$199

0.48%

-$1,248

$73

-$572

59.73%
-$342

12.18%

-$12,224

$710

$0
19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0
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$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization1 21

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$15,204

$884
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,227

$2,353

n/a
Icn
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N cog c
.2

0
(1)

o. ca
.7%

=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,788
-10.20

$1,731

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,074
$3,201

n/a

0
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d

,.-.-.

Estimated present value cost -$1,932,645

-$26,877

-$27,119

$1,576

-$83,529

-$594

-$5,561

$323

-$5,897

-$332

-$3,174

$184

-$8,025

-$1,080

-$6,776

$394

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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$0

$0

$0
$0

.

6
0= co> 1

2 N
0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$28,883
$1,679

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,905
$4,032

n/a

2 E= 00.
2o

2 >

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$42,629

$2,477
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,552
$5,679

n/a

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Juvenile Court Intensive Probation (as enhancement to regular probation)

00 7c
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tE
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Ili 0

44R =
CP 0
0 ......
1-a

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.048 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 43.5% X 2.44

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.117
1.059

-0.058

N
c
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=
'Ft
xt

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2)

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

1.675

1.588

-0.0865

-5.2%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0
W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200

1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%

-$6,695
7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492
16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997

55.03%

-$5,997

18.42%
-$2,969
18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646
-$44,236

$2,410
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,234

t.= ca
co E

NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$176
$1.08

-4.8%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346

1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$1,173

-$6,289

1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

$67

-$2,377

7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

$142

-$1,475
16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

$134

-$569

55.03%
-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

$970

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0
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0.00%
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0.00%
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253
$1,233

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,643
$1,409

$1.63
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0
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
-14.62

$2,487
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,897
$2,663

$2.19
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

$2,177

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330

$894

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065

$352

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400
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$0
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,
r,
E

0> 1
3 Nc0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803

$2,406
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,049
$3,815

$2.71
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955
$4,150

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,047
$6,812
$4.05

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Juvenile Court Intensive Probation (as alternative to incarceration)
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egT:
cc 0
1..
a.

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.002 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

. . .wi t h o u t the program(2) 60.0% X 2.93

...with the program (from effect sizes) 59.9% X 2.93

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.760
1.758

-0.002
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

71.5%

2.462

2.458

-0.0035

-0.1%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$428,237 -$103,407 -$104,275 -$57,531 -$12,620 -$17,946 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$34,303

100%

-$34,303
0.9

1.29%

-$5,537

1.29%

-$5,537

1.32%

-$1,370

1.32%

-$1,370

7.22%

-$7,530

7.22%

-$7,530

16.71%

-$9,616

16.71%

-$9,616

55.03%
-$6,945

55.03%

-$6,945

18.42%

-$3,305

18.42%

-$3,305
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$76,002
-$75,894

$108
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) -$18,478
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$18,586
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Estimated present value cost -$1,037,960
1.29%

-$13,420

0.008%

-$13,541

$47

-$6,281

1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$778

$3

-$2,374

7.22%

-$171

0.41%

-$1,640

$6

-$1,473
16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,545

$5

-$567

55.03%
-$312

11.66%

-$11,176

$39
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18.42%
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,234

$50
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$158
$18,636

n/a
0c
o
to' 0a 0E c

a)
15 0

0.
e. )

=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,680
-0.59

$100
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$208
$18,686

n/a
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Estimated present value cost -$1,926,020
-$24,903

-$25,127

$88

-$83,243
-$1,103

-$10,316
$36

-$5,876

-$424

-$4,059

$14

-$7,997

-$1,337

-$8,388
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,766
$97

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$255

$18,733

n/a
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,891

$167
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$375
$18,854

n/a

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Juvenile Intensive Parole Supervision (as enhancement to regular parole)
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.040 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 60.0% X 2.93

...with the program (from effect sizes) 58.0% X 2.93

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.760
1.702

-0.058
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements

Percentage change

100.0%

71.5%

2.462

2.380

-0.0816
-3.3%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$428,237 -$103,407 -$104,275 -$57,531 -$12,620 -$17,946 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(()
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$34,303
100%

-$34,303
0.9

1.29%

-$5,537

1.29%

-$5,537

1.32%

-$1,370

1.32%

-$1,370

7.22%

-$7,530

7.22%

-$7,530

16.71%

-$9,616
16.71%

-$9,616

55.03%
-$6,945
55.03%

-$6,945

18.42%

-$3,305
18.42%

-$3,305

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future (incurred)Fte CJS costs avoided i d

-$76,002

-$73,484

$2,518
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,635
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, t,
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost

Pct. reducton to break-even

-$117

$0.96

-3.5%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,037,960
1.29%

-$13,420

0.008%

-$13,541

$1,104

-$6,281

1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$778

$63

-$2,374

7.22%

-$171

0.41%

-$1,640

$134

-$1,473

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,545

$126

-$567

55.03%
-$312

11.66%

-$11,176

$911

$0
18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization()
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,234

$1,161

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,679
$1,044

$1.40
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,680
-13.78

$2,339
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,857

$2,222

$1.84
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Estimated present value cost -$1,926,020

-$24,903

-$25,127

$2,049

-$83,243

-$1,103

-$10,316

$841

-$5,876

-$424

-$4,059

$331

-$7,997

-$1,337

-$8,388
$684

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

.
E c
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,766
$2,264

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,943
$3,308

$2.26

.2 -J- ta
ct- E c
g .. g 2
2 > g II

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,891

$3,906
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,763

$6,128
$3.33

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Coordinated Services
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:2uj 0
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.139 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 18.7% X 1.95

...with the program (from effect sizes) 13.6% X 1.95

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.365
0.266

-0.100

.
c

iWithout
oc

<

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%
61.6%

0.593
0.431

-0.1616
-27.2%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$299,919 -$80,960 -$84,020 -$56,288 -$9,732 -$14,754 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributiontz)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$25,677
100%

-$25,677
0.9

1.39%

-$4,171

1.39%

-$4,171

0.71%

-$576
0.71%
-$576

5.63%
-$4,728

5.63%

-$4,728

13.45%

-$7,573

13.45%

-$7,573

59.73%
-$5,813

59.73%

-$5,813

19.08%
-$2,815

19.08%

-$2,815

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$13,702
-$9,969

$3,734
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $603

E
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$3,131

$6.20

-4.4%
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I.D.c
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Estimated present value cost -$1,041,531

1.39%

-$14,484

0.008%

-$14,615

$2,361

-$6,302

0.71%
-$45

0.04%

-$420

$68

-$2,382

5.63%

-$134

0.31%

-$1,282

$207

-$1,478

13.45%

-$199

0.48%

-$1,248

$202

-$572

59.73%

-$342

12.18%

-$12,224

$1,975

$0

19.08%

$0

86.98%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$15,204
$2,456

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,190

$5,587
$10.27
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

xp0E ected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

175.49

-$29,788
-28.35

$4,813
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,546
$7,944
$14.18
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Estimated present value cost -$1,932,645
-$26,877

-$27,119

$4,381

-$83,529

-$594

-$5,561

$898

-$5,897

-$332

-$3,174

$513

-$8,025

-$1,080

-$6,776
$1,095

$0

$0

$0

$0
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$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$28,883

$4,666
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$10,856

$10,253

$18.02

®-1. w
ca. E c

i.;.' Ts" 2
2 > 1.3

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$42,629

$6,887
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$15,433

$14,831
$25.61

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Scared Straight Type Programs

M in

(>)t 8
W00

E

0

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with
Offenses or
Re-Offenses

Estimated effect size (from research findings) 0.128

...the Avg. # of
Offenses per

Offender

0.000

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 52.3% X 2.44

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

1.117
1.273

0.156

100.0%

66.7%

1.675

1.909

0.2342
14.0%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.Murder Offenses
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200

1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%
-$6,695

7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492

16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%

-$5,997

55.03%
-$5,997

18.42%

-$2,969

18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0

0
E 2 47)
ta = oto 0 0o °I- 12a. CO C

RS

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646
-$53,167
-$6,521

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $51

; .3

(1) E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$6,572
-$127.26

-0.1%
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0
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co

0ci
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

-$3,175

-$6,289
1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

-$182

-$2,377

7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

-$384

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

-$362

-$569

55.03%
-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

-$2,626

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%
-$14,253

-$3,337
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$9,858
-$9,910

-$192.40
0c
.2

a :E c
.2

4 0> ,
o.

i r

=
2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
39.55

-$6,730
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$13,251
-$13,302
-$258.61
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°
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,70

Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

-$5,891

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330

-$2,419

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065

-$952

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400

-$1,967

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803

-$6,510
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$16,369
-$16,420

-$319.45

2 -L 0
ck. E c_
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955
-$11,229

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$24,480
-$24,531
-$477.75

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up

150
207



Table lV L
Other Family-Based Therapy Approaches

in
(0

cen

7,4,
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.173 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 37.3% X 2.44

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.117
0.909

-0.207

H..
c

iWithout
o
=ir
<

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2)

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

1.675

1.364

-0.3106

-18.5%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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° 47:0 c
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(z)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200

1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%

-$6,695

7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492

16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997

55.03%

-$5,997

18.42%

-$2,969

18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

0 inE r,
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646
-$37,995

$8,650
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,537

= coNEE

2

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost

Pct. reducton to break-even

$7,113

$5.63

-3.3%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

$4,212

-$6,289
1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

$242

-$2,377

7.22%

-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

$510

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

$480

-$569

55.03%

-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

$3,483

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%
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0.00%
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Distribution of one victimizationm
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253
$4,427

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$13,077

$11,540

$8.51
0c
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iii

0E c
co

15 2
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
-52.46

$8,928
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$17,578
$16,041

$11.43
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

$7,815

-$83,354
-$1,104

-$10,330
$3,208

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065
$1,263

-$8,008

-$1,338

-$8,400

$2,609

$0

$0
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(1) N.5
w

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803

$8,636
umuave program enefisCumulative benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$21,713
$20,176

$14.13

2 co
0- E E
4. 7--= 2 to
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955

$14,895
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$32,473
$30,936

$21.12

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up

208 151



Table 111L
Juvenile Sex Offender Treatment--Primarily Cognitive-Behavioral
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.123 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 46.0% X 2.53

...with the program (from effect sizes) 39.9% X 2.53

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.165
1.011

-0.155

12
c

:40
a
TX
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote12))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

66.7%

1.748

1.516

-0.2319
-13.3%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributionm
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,581

100%

-$32,581

0.9

1.25%

-$4,439

1.25%

-$4,439

6.25%

-$5,662
6.25%

-$5,662

8.75%
-$8,112

8.75%
-$8,112

10.00%

-$5,679

10.00%

-$5,679

61.25%

-$6,675
61.25%

-$6,675

12.50%
-$2,015
12.50%

-$2,015

0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$51,267
-$44,466

$6,801
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $9,920
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$3,119

$0.69

-19.3%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346

1.25%

-$12,992

0.010%

-$13,109

$3,041

-$6,289

6.25%

-$393

0.47%

-$3,678

$853

-$2,377

8.75%

-$208

0.68%

-$1,989

$461

-$1,475
10.00%

-$147

0.51%

-$925

$215

-$569

61.25%
-$349

17.68%

-$12,482

$2,895
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,089

$3,268
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$10,069
$149
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

123.98

-$32,184
-28.76

$7,465
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$14,266
$4,346

$1.44
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,107

-$24,325

$5,642

-$83,354

-$5,210

-$48,743
$11,306

-$5,884

-$515

-$4,925

$1,142

-$8,008

-$801

-$5,025
$1,166

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

.1c; c
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$30,633
$7,105

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$17,174

$7,254

$1.73

2 tna. E c
-t- .f..., 7.2,,

2 > ri

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$83,018
$19,256

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$33,522
$23,602

$3.38

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up

152
209



Table IVL
Juvenile Boot Camps

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of Expected Number
Offenses or Offenses per of Offenses
Re-Offenses Offender per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) 0.100 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 45.8% X 2.44

...with the program (from effect sizes) 50.8% X 2.44

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

1.117
1.238

0.121

100.0%

66.7%

1.675

1.857

0.1818
10.9%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$355,086 -$90,593 -$92,705 -$56,790 -$10,898 -$16,122 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributionm
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$30,944
100%

-$30,944
0.9

1.29%

-$4,591

1.29%

-$4,591

1.32%

-$1,200

1.32%

-$1,200

7.22%
-$6,695

7.22%

-$6,695

16.71%

-$9,492

16.71%

-$9,492

55.03%
-$5,997

55.03%
-$5,997

18.42%
-$2,969

18.42%

-$2,969

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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° (..)0 Ci- 0a. 03 c
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$46,646
-$51,710
-$5,064

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) -$15,424

NZ., co
6 E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$10,360

$3.05
33.1%

z-;0o
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Estimated present value cost -$1,039,346
1.29%

-$13,438

0.008%

-$13,559

-$2,466

-$6,289
1.32%

-$83

0.07%

-$779

-$142

-$2,377

7.22%
-$172

0.41%

-$1,642

-$299

-$1,475

16.71%

-$246

0.62%

-$1,547

-$281

-$569
55.03%

-$313

11.66%

-$11,215

-$2,039

$0

18.42%

$0

87.23%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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6 . -4

Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$14,253

-$2,592
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$7,656
$7,768

$2.01
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om
TO 0a 0
E c0
T., 0u
-w ....

a no.

E
=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

xp.._Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

168.91

-$28,742
30.71

-$5,227
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$10,291

$5,134
$1.50
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Estimated present value cost -$1,928,591

-$24,936

-$25,161

-$4,575

-$83,354

-$1,104

-$10,330
-$1,878

-$5,884

-$425

-$4,065
-$739

-$8,008
-$1,338

-$8,400
-$1,527

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$27,803
- $5,056

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$12,712
$2,713

$1.21
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2 > 2

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$47,955
-$8,720

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

-$19,011

-$3,587
$0.81

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington, 7-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Adult In-Prison Therapeutic Community without Community Aftercare

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with
Offenses or
Re-Offenses

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.048

...the Avg. # of
Offenses per

Offender

0.000

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 50.6% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

1.173
1.121

-0.053

100.0%

89.8%

1.306

1.248

-0.0585

-4.5%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributioe
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164
0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893
1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%
-$5,950

5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282

46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%
-$8,172
36.10%
-$8,172

0.00%

$0

0.00%
$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$36,334

$1,704

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,604
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$899

$0.65

-6.8%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$453

-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$63

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$76

-$1,402
8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$44

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$526

$0

36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

E t
it 2
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290
$485

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,190
-$414

$0.84
0c
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A 8
E c0

=2
a®o.
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-17.96

$1,162
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,866

$263

$1.10

E.
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46
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472
-$14,229

-$14,357

$840

-$79,426
-$1,524

-$14,260

$835

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$188

-$7,613
-$653

-$4,100

$240

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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E
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0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742

$980
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,169
$566

$1.22

2 4 to0. E 5
'2 ...c 71
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$2,102

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,969

$2,365
$1.91

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult In-Prison Therapeutic Community with Community Aftercare
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.080 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 49.0% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.085

-0.088

Ic
iWithout

co
=ii4

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.306

1.208

-0.0981

-7.5%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164

0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%

-$5,950

5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282
46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%

-$8,172
36.10%
-$8,172

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0

CnE 4 '''in
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° c)o c1- 0 "a. co c
to

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$35,181

$2,857
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $3,100

ift
E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$243

$0.92
-8.1%

o
0
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$759

-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$106

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$127

-$1,402

8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$74

-$536

46.85%

-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$882

$0
36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0
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Distribution of one victimizationm
Expected cost, one victimization
T' es prog. change in offensesTimes

100.00%

-$8,290

$813
Cumulative program benefits

NPVCumulative N
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,671
$571

$1.18

c0
0
To' 0
.,U ta

g gii, 2
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-30.10

$1,948
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,806

$1,705

$1.55
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472
-$14,229

-$14,357

$1,409

-$79,426

-$1,524

-$14,260
$1,399

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208
$315

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100

$402

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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.4.
E
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742

$1,642
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,313
$2,213

$1.71

2 0
st- E g
.5. E. 7-7,

2 > 13

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925

$3,524
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,330
$5,230
$2.69

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Non-Prison Therapeutic Community
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.171 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 44.5% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
0.984

-0.189
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el

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.306

1.096

-0.2102
-16.1%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362

100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164

0.76%
-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%

-$5,950

5.79%
-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282
46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%
-$8,172
36.10%
-$8,172

0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$31,916

$6,123
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,013

Z.= co
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$4,110

$3.04
-5.3%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$1,626

-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$226

-$2,338

5.79%
-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$272

-$1,402

8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$159

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$1,890

$0

36.10%
$0

94.12%
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$0
0.00%
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290
$1,743

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$7,865
$5,852

$3.91
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

v.._E ected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-64.50

$4,174
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$10,297

$8,284
$5.12

(4
to
0

a
-1

E

TO

a
ti
>

Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,229

-$14,357
$3,018

-$79,426
-$1,524

-$14,260
$2,998

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208
$674

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100
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$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742
$3,519

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$11,385

$9,372

$5.66

2 ..L 0
0. E 5
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925

$7,552
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$17,848

$15,836
$8.87

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult In-Prison Non-residential Substance Abuse Treatment
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.088 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

. . .wi t h the program (from effect sizes) 48.6% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.075

-0.098
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%
1.306

1.197

-0.1089
-8.3%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164
0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%
-$5,950

5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282
46.85%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$34,867

$3,172
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,500
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even
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$2.11
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$843

-$5,993

1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$117

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$141

-$1,402
8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$82

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$979

$0

36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290
$903

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,075

$2,575
$2.72
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-33.42

$2,163
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,335
$3,835

$3.56
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,229

-$14,357
$1,564

-$79,426

-$1,524

-$14,260

$1,553

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$349

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100
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$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742
$1,823

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,899
$4,399

$3.93
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$3,913

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,248
$7,748
$6.17

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult Drug Courts
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.075 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program (2) 43.2% X 2.20

. .. wi t h the program (from effect sizes) 39.5% X 2.20

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.952
0.870

-0.082

1c
IWithout

0
0

<

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(21)

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.060

0.969

-0.0911

-8.6%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$423,092 -$99,993 -$101,154 -$57,199 -$17,651 -$22,491 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$29,917
100%

-$29,917
0.9

0.72%

-$3,062

0.72%

-$3,062

1.86%

-$1,859

1.86%

-$1,859

3.48%

-$3,517
3.48%

-$3,517

7.71%
-$4,407

7.71%
-$4,407

48.01%

-$8,474

48.01%
-$8,474

38.23%
-$8,598

38.23%

-$8,598

0.00%

$0
0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$28,531
-$26,078

$2,453
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,562
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$109
$0.96
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Estimated present value cost -$1,025,489
0.72%

-$7,422

0.002%

-$7,488

$682

-$6,073
1.86%

-$113

0.05%

-$1,056

$96

-$2,303
3.48%

-$80

0.10%

-$766

$70

-$1,404
7.71%

-$108

0.15%

-$679

$62

-$536

48.01%
-$257

5.30%

-$9,201

$838

$0

38.23%

$0

94.39%
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0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0

$0

E to
a. . 4) °e c

5 5 .9l,=
cc° 0

Distribution of one victimizationci)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$7,980
$727

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,181

$618
$1.24
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

324.01

-$19,190
-29.52

$1,749
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,202
$1,640

$1.64
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Estimated present value cost -$1,902,879
-$13,771

-$13,895
$1,266

-$80,494
-$1,496

-$14,000
$1,276

-$5,701

-$198

-$1,896

$173

-$7,625

-$588

-$3,687
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,053
$1,463

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,643

$2,081
$1.81
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i > 13

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$33,479

$3,051
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$7,253
$4,691

$2.83

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: 0
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Table IVL
Adult Offender Case Management Substance Abuse Programs

v)
v,

cCD

(7
0

iw E

g cw 0
gR r,

co 0
.

a.

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.034 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 44.5% X 2.19

...with the program (from effect sizes) 42.8% X 2.19

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.974
0.937

-0.037
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.085

1.043

-0.0413
-3.8%

Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.
Total Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd. ;
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Present value cost of one offense -$423,092 -$99,993 -$101,154 -$57,199 -$17,651 -$22,491 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution>'>
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$31,054
100%

-$31,054
0.9

0.79%

-$3,345
0.79%

-$3,345

1.82%

-$1,822

1.82%

-$1,822

4.17%

-$4,222

4.17%

-$4,222

8.58%

-$4,908

8.58%
-$4,908

47.06%
-$8,308
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-$8,308

37.57%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$30,313
- $29,159

$1,154
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,204
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost

Pct. reducton to break-even

-$1,050
$0.52
-7.3%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,025,489
0.79%

-$8,107

0.003%

-$8,180

$338

-$6,073

1.82%

-$111

0.05%

-$1,035
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-$2,303

4.17%
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0.13%

-$919

$38

-$1,404

8.58%

-$120
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-$756

$31

-$536

47.06%
-$252

5.29%

-$9,020

$373
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37.57%
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$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

;33

T. : a . zt..) 0 c
> o a:0 EF2 A o
0 ---

Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,686

$359
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,513

-$691

$0.69
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

318.51

-$19,911
-13.15

$822
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,977
-$228
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Estimated present value cost -$1,902,879

-$15,043

-$15,178

$627

-$80,494

-$1,467

-$13,722

$567

-$5,701

-$238

-$2,276

$94

-$7,625

-$654
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$17,401

$719
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,232

$27
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,282
$1,457

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,434
$1,230
$1.56

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison or placed on community supervision, 8-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Adult Community-Based Substance Abuse Treatment
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.072 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 44.5% X 2.19

...with the program (from effect sizes) 40.9% X 2.19

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.974
0.896

-0.078
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote121)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.085

0.997

-0.0872
-8.0%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$423,092 -$99,993 -$101,154 -$57,199 -$17,651 -$22,491 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$31,054
100%

-$31,054

0.9

0.79%
-$3,345

0.79%
-$3,345

1.82%

-$1,822

1.82%

-$1,822

4.17%

-$4,222
4.17%

-$4,222

8.58%
-$4,908

8.58%

-$4,908

47.06%
-$8,308

47.06%

-$8,308

37.57%
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-$8,450
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$30,313
- $27,877

$2,436
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $2,198
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even
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Estimated present value cost -$1,025,489
0.79%

-$8,107

0.003%

-$8,180

$713

-$6,073

1.82%

-$111

0.05%

-$1,035
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-$2,303

4.17%

-$96

0.13%

-$919

$80

-$1,404

8.58%

-$120

0.17%

-$756
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-$536

47.06%
-$252

5.29%

-$9,020
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Distribution of one victimization(i/
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,686
$757

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,193
$994

$1.45
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

318.51

-$19,911
-27.76

$1,735
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,171

$1,973

$1.90
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Estimated present value cost -$1,902,879

-$15,043

-$15,178

$1,323

-$80,494

-$1,467

-$13,722
$1,196

-$5,701

-$238

-$2,276
$198

-$7,625

-$654

-$4,106
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$17,401

$1,517
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,709

$2,511

$2.14
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,282
$3,075

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$7,246

$5,048
$3.30

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison or placed on community supervision, 8-year follow-up
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Table lV L
Adult Drug Treatment Programs in Jails

The expected effect of the program on...

Estimated effect size (from research findings)

...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of Expected Number
Offenses or Offenses per of Offenses
Re-Offenses Offender per Person

-0.047 0.000

E
cn

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 43.2% X 2.20

...with the program (from effect sizes) 40.9% X 2.20

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

0.952
0.900

-0.051

100.0%

89.8%

1.060

1.002

-0.0573

-5.4%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2/

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$29,958
100%

-$29,958
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0.72%

-$3,011

0.72%

-$3,011

1.86%

-$1,834

1.86%

-$1,834

3.48%
-$3,571

3.48%

-$3,571

7.71%

-$4,401

7.71%

-$4,401

48.01%
-$8,487
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-$8,487
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-$8,654
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$28,571
-$27,026

$1,545
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,172
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$373
$1.32
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563

0.72%

-$7,299

0.002%

-$7,365

$422

-$5,993
1.86%

-$111

0.05%

-$1,042

$60

-$2,338

3.48%

-$81

0.10%

-$778

$45

-$1,402

7.71%
-$108

0.15%

-$678

$39

-$536

48.01%
-$257

5.30%

-$9,215
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Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$7,857

$450
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

v0Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

324.01

-$19,077

-18.56

$1,093
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,637
$1,466
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472
-$13,544

-$13,666

$783

-$79,426
-$1,476

-$13,815

$791

-$5,789

-$201

-$1,925
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$15,808

$906
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,900
$1,729

$2.48
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$33,087
$1,895

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,533

$3,361
$3.87

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: 0
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Table IVL
Adult Cognitive-Behavioral Sex Offender Treatment with (or without) Relapse Prevention
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.107 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 24.5% X 1.56

...with the program (from effect sizes) 20.0% X 1.56

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
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0.383
0.313

-0.069
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

0.426
0.349

-0.0772
-18.1%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$57,317
100%

-$52,583
0.9

1.08%

-$4,474

1.20%

-$4,987

26.34%
-$25,993

17.91%

-$17,672

3.76%
-$3,866

4.19%

-$4,308

24.73%
-$14,124

27.56%

-$15,741

22.58%

-$3,992

25.17%

-$4,449

21.51%
-$4,868
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-$5,426
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Future CJS costs without program
Future costs w programFut CJS tith
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$21,967
-$16,498

$5,469
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $6,246
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$778

$0.88

-28.4%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563

1.08%

-$10,845

0.006%

-$10,942

$845

-$5,993
26.34%

-$1,579

1.34%

-$14,771

$1,141

-$2,338

3.76%

-$88

0.20%

-$842

$65

-$1,402
24.73%

-$347

0.84%

-$2,176

$168

-$536

22.58%
-$121

4.38%

-$4,334

$335

$0
21.51%

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$12,979
$1,002

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,471
$225

$1.04
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

184.51

-$33,066
-14.25

$2,553
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,022
$1,776

$1.28
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$20,123

-$20,305

$1,568

-$79,426
-$20,924

-$195,776
$15,118

-$5,789

-$218

-$2,084

$161

-$7,613

-$1,883

-$11,816
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$43,148

$3,332
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,803

$3,556

$1.57
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$229,980
$17,759

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$25,781

$19,534
$4.13

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult Intensive Supervision: Surveillance-Oriented Enhancements to Probation /Parole
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.032 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 44.2% X 2.22

...with the program (from effect sizes) 42.6% X 2.22

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.980
0.945

-0.036

t
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aii
:C

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.091

1.052

-0.0396

-3.6%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0
W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$29,310
100%

-$29,310
0.9

0.64%

-$2,661

0.64%

-$2,661

1.53%

-$1,512

1.53%

-$1,512

3.63%

-$3,730
3.63%

-$3,730

7.23%
-$4,128

7.23%

-$4,128

48.58%
-$8,588

48.58%

-$8,588

38.39%
-$8,691

38.39%
-$8,691
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$28,791
- $27,746

$1,046
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $3,296
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$2,250

$0.32

-11.4%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.64%

-$6,450

0.002%

-$6,508

$258

-$5,993

1.53%

-$92

0.04%

-$859

$34

-$2,338

3.63%

-$85

0.11%

-$812

$32

-$1,402

7.23%
-$101

0.14%

-$636

$25

-$536

48.58%
-$261

5.34%

-$9,324

$370

$0

38.39%
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$6,988

$277
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,323

-$1,973

$0.40
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

325.48

-$18,139
-12.90

$719
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,765

-$1,531

$0.54
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$11,968

-$12,075
$479

-$79,426

-$1,217

-$11,388
$452

-$5,789

-$210

-$2,011

$80

-$7,613

-$550

-$3,453

$137

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$13,945

$553
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,876

-$1,420
$0.57
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$28,927

$1,147
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,912

-$384
$0.88

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in WA for non-sex, non-person offenders leaving prison or placed on community supervision, 8-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Adult Intensive Supervision: Treatment-Oriented Enhancement to Probation /Parole

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with
Offenses or
Re-Offenses

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.104

...the Avg. # of
Offenses per

Offender

0.000

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2)

...with the program (from effect sizes)

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

44.2%

39.0%

X 2.22

X 2.22

E

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

0.980
0.866

-0.114
100.0%

89.8%

1.091

0.964

-0.1270

-11.6%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$29,310

100%

-$29,310
0.9

0.64%

-$2,661

0.64%

-$2,661

1.53%

-$1,512

1.53%

-$1,512

3.63%

-$3,730

3.63%

-$3,730

7.23%
-$4,128

7.23%

-$4,128

48.58%

-$8,588
48.58%

-$8,588

38.39%
-$8,691
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-$8,691
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$28,791

-$25,440
$3,351

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $3,811
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

-$459
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.64%

-$6,450

0.002%

-$6,508

$827

-$5,993
1.53%

-$92

0.04%

-$859

$109

-$2,338

3.63%

-$85

0.11%

-$812

$103

-$1,402
7.23%
-$101

0.14%

-$636

$81

-$536
48.58%

-$261

5.34%

-$9,324

$1,185
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38.39%
$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$6,988

$888
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,239
$428

$1.11
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

325.48

-$18,139
-41.35

$2,304
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,655
$1,845
$1.48
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$11,968

-$12,075
$1,534

-$79,426
-$1,217

-$11,388
$1,447

-$5,789

-$210

-$2,011

$255

-$7,613

-$550

-$3,453
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$13,945

$1,772
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,010
$2,200

$1.58
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$28,927

$3,675
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$9,330
$5,520

$2.45

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in WA for non-sex, non-person offenders leaving prison or placed on community supervision, 8-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Adult Intensive Supervision: Surveillance-Oriented Diversion from Prison
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.004 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 52.8% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)
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=

1.173
1.168

-0.005

.112c
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2)

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.306

1.301

-0.0054
-0.4%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164
0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%

-$5,950
5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282
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-$8,282

36.10%
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36.10%
-$8,172
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$37,881

$158

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) -$5,925
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even
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n/a
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563

0.76%
-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737
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-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$6

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$7

-$1,402
8.58%
-$120

0.18%

-$755

$4

-$536
46.85%

-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$49
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Distribution of one victimizationm
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290
$45

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$203
$6,129

n/a
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-1.67

$108
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$266

$6,191
n/a
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472
-$14,229

-$14,357
$78

-$79,426

-$1,524

-$14,260
$77

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$17

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742
$91

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$294
$6,219

n/a
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$195

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$461

$6,386
n/a

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult Boot Camps
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.002 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.22

...with the program (from effect sizes) 52.9% X 2.22

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.176
1.174

-0.002
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%
73.5%

1.599

1.596

-0.0032

-0.2%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$425,122 -$100,234 -$105,038 -$57,962 -$18,046 -$23,070 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$33,110
100%

-$33,110
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0.74%

-$3,165
0.74%

-$3,165

2.16%
-$2,167

2.16%

-$2,167

5.71%

-$5,995

5.71%
-$5,995
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-$5,075

8.76%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$47,662
-$47,565

$97

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) -$9,725
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Benefits per dollar of cost
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$9,822

n/a

20.4%

./.

Z
to

41)c

E=
4.)

Estimated present value cost -$1,030,410
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-$7,671
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-$1,232
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-$1,305
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0.18%
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Distribution of one victimization&
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,320
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Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost
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n/a
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

304.22
-$20,240

-0.99

$66
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost
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Estimated present value cost -$1,912,010
-$14,233

-$14,362

$47

-$80,688
-$1,745

-$16,325
$53

-$5,919

-$338

-$3,232
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,992

$55

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost
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$9,904

n/a
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Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$38,163
$124

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$286
$10,011

n/a

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: 0
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Table IVL
Adult Boot Camps--As a Partial Diversion from Regular Incarceration
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0) 3
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a.

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.002 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.22

. . .wi t h the program (from effect sizes) 52.9% X 2.22

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.176
1.174

-0.002

0....c
a)

.F.
v)
0
is
<

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

73.5%

1.599

1.596

-0.0032
-0.2%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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0
Uf .-
8 .g

u.

Present value cost of one offense -$425,122 -$100,234 -$105,038 -$57,962 -$18,046 -$23,070 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$33,110
100%

-$33,110
0.9

0.74%

-$3,165

0.74%

-$3,165

2.16%

-$2,167
2.16%

-$2,167

5.71%

-$5,995

5.71%
-$5,995

8.76%

-$5,075
8.76%

-$5,075

46.86%
-$8,457

46.86%

-$8,457

35.77%
-$8,252

35.77%
-$8,252

0.00%
$0

0.00%

$0

toE r)
t
E
o. o0 00 c, o ..o

a. 03 c
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$47,662
-$47,565

$97

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) -$3,380

iBenefits
co E

NPV of the program
per dollar of cost

Pct. reducton to break-even

$3,477

n/a
7.1%

H
74

0>,

E

c
g
E
73.2>

Estimated present value cost -$1,030,410

0.74%

-$7,671

0.002%

-$7,740

$25

-$6,088

2.16%

-$132

0.07%

-$1,232

$4

-$2,391

5.71%
-$136

0.18%

-$1,305

$4

-$1,423

8.76%
-$125

0.18%

-$782

$3

-$547

46.86%

-$257

5.51%

-$9,182

$30

$0
35.77%

$0

94.06%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

i 1,5
7. ;;;O.0 c
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"" it, e
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Distribution of one victimizationtI)
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,320
$27

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$124

$3,504
n/a
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co 0a 0
E .2ct; 0>
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=
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

ExpectedE ected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

304.22
- $20,240

-0.99

$66

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$162

$3,542

n/a

1),

0
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;.4

°
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2aa
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Estimated present value cost -$1,912,010

-$14,233

-$14,362

$47

-$80,688

-$1,745

-$16,325
$53

-$5,919

-$338

-$3,232
$10

-$7,726

-$677

-$4,246

$14

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
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E
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0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,992
$55

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$179
$3,559

n/a

2
E
j cca.

3: Tr. 2
i > Pvi

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$38,163

$124
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$286

$3,666
n/a

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: 0
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Table IVL
Moral Reconation Therapy
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.078 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 49.1% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.087

-0.086

cn...c

i
iEr
4C

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%
1.306

1.211

-0.0955

-7.3%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

0
....0
8
(1/

(..)t
0-x1.-K
toI

0
oW/Of0

.-. *0 ..-
8 '

u-

Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

Prog., offense distribution(2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164
0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%
-$5,950

5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282
46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%

-$8,172
36.10%
-$8,172

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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(0olt oo i .0
a. Ito c
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
- $35,258

$2,781

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $310

g
cn E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$2,471

$8.98

-0.8%

0

00
A
II
o
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E
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$739

-$5,993

1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$103

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$124

-$1,402

8.58%
-$120

0.18%

-$755

$72

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$859

$0
36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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t 11* thc E
-- 1-:.' tE
0 Itl
5 .LI

Distribution of one victimizationm
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290
$792

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,572

$3,262
$11.53

2
0

1
TO

.4

0
0

E
0
c
,..
.-

2 111.'
ca.

=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-29.29

$1,896
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,677

$4,367

$15.10
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,229

-$14,357
$1,371

-$79,426
-$1,524

-$14,260
$1,361

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$306

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100

$391

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

..I.

c
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2 N
0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742

$1,598
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,171

$4,861

$16.69

2 .4 4/3o. E E
..1 1.-, it
2 > 2

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$3,430

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,106

$7,797
$26.17

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Reasoning and Rehabilitation
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.074 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 44.5% X 2.19

...with the program (from effect sizes) 40.8% X 2.19

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.974
0.894

-0.081
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u)c
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.085

0.995

-0.0897
-8.3%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributional

cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$31,100
100%

-$31,100
0.9

0.79%
-$3,289

0.79%

-$3,289

1.82%

-$1,798

1.82%

-$1,798

4.17%

-$4,288
4.17%

-$4,288

8.58%
-$4,900

8.58%

-$4,900

47.06%
-$8,320

47.06%

-$8,320

37.57%
-$8,505
37.57%

-$8,505

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$30,358
-$27,848

$2,510
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $308
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$2,202
$8.14

-1.0%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.79%

-$7,973

0.003%

-$8,045

$721

-$5,993

1.82%

-$109

0.05%

-$1,022

$92

-$2,338

4.17%

-$98

0.13%

-$934

$84

-$1,402

8.58%
-$120

0.17%

-$755

$68

-$536

47.06%
-$252

5.29%

-$9,034

$810

$0.

37.57%

$0

94.36%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,552

$767
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,277
$2,969

$10.63
2
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses

Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

318.51

-$19,789

-28.56
$1,775

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,285
$3,976

$13.90
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,794

.

-$14,928
$1,339

-$79,426

-$1,447

-$13,540
$1,214

-$5,789

-$242

-$2,311

$207

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,099

$368

$0

$0

$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$17,136

$1,537
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,814

$4,505

$15.61

2 .1. U)a. E c

2 > 2

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$34,879

$3,128
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$7,413

$7,104
$24.04

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison or placed on community supervision, 8-year follow-up
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Table IVL
Work Release Programs

-E-

>). g

t2
§
=w 0
0E E

2
;a a
a.

The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.027 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 51.7% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.143

-0.030

.4.c
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o
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%
1.306

1.273

-0.0331

-2.5%

Total Murder
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0
W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164

0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%
-$5,950

5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282

46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%
-$8,172

36.10%

-$8,172

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0
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s- 0 co.. al

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

- $38,039

-$37,076
$963

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $456
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$507

$2.11

-1.2%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563

0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$256

-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$36

-$2,338
5.79%
-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$43

-$1,402
8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$25

-$536

46.85%

-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$297

$0
36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0

0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290

$274
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,237

$781

$2.71
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
E xpected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-10.14

$656
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,619

$1,163

$3.55
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,229

-$14,357

$475

-$79,426

-$1,524

-$14,260

$471

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$106

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100

$136
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$0
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742

$553
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,790

$1,334

$3.93
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2 > 4

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$1,188

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,807

$2,351
$6.15

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Job Counseling & Job Search for Inmates Leaving Prison
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.039 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 51.1% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.130

-0.043
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Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%
1.306

1.258

-0.0480

-3.7%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.Murder Offenses
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution121

Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164
0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%

-$5,950
5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%
-$8,282

46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%
-$8,172
36.10%

-$8,172
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$36,642

$1,397
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $772
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NPV of the program

Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$371

-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$52

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$62

-$1,402
8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$36

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$431
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36.10%
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Distribution of one victimization(z)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290

$398
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$1,794
$1,022

$2.32

c0
ca

,,U
To 0

coE cati> 0
0. 3-

c
=
52

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-14.72

$952
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,349
$1,577

$3.04

to

(-)4
Zi-
....0
Z.
To
c

G7
0
>

Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,229

-$14,357
$689

-$79,426
-$1,524

-$14,260

$684

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208
$154

-$7,613
-$653

-$4,100
$197

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

.

E c
o> .

0 4c0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742
$803

Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$2,597
$1,825

$3.36

I'
E

-= 19
0. c

.3_-; 1--.) 2
M > 4

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$1,723

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,072
$3,300

$5.27

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult Basic Education
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c m5> E
t 13
g =w 0

1I C:
CD 0
2
a.

The expected effect of the program on.,. ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.107 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 47.7% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.055

-0.118

(n,
c
E
toc
Ili
4C

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(21)

Without the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.306

1.175

-0.1313
-10.1%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

.aH00
0
c.)
c
5".,

CLKx
110

0
2

° gti 0
,...

l) .-toC0 g0
il-

Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(!)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%
-$3,164

0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%
-$5,950

5.79%

-$5,950

8.58%

-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%

-$8,282
46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%
-$8,172

36.10%

-$8,172

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0

(/)
E ..1 -to
E = 6
a) (I'0 C, m .13
a 12 i

Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039
-$34,215

$3,824
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,972

; .
(12 E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$1,852

$1.94

-5.2%

th0
(-)

2
c
g
E
71u

Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$1,016

-$5,993

1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$141

-$2,338

5.79%
-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$170

-$1,402
8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$99

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$1,181

$0

36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0

i sc-,,

2I> t
> 2 g

eci) 4-4

0 14

Distribution of one victimization(2)
Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%
-$8,290

$1,089
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,913
$2,940

$2.49
in.
8
(.4 31

E c0ii 0
cr.

12

=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-40.29

$2,607
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,432
$4,459

$3.26

4
co

#
-1

a
.2'
To
=0
d

Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472

-$14,229

-$14,357
$1,885

-$79,426

-$1,524

-$14,260

$1,872

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$421

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100

$538

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

..cE

0
c

0
)--. 1.0.

2 N
0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742

$2,198
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$7,111

$5,139

$3.61

52 -= th0. E c
E. t .:2.,
i 5 2

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925
$4,717

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$11,149

$9,176
$5.65

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult In-Prison Vocational Education
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t fc.2
tE =iu 0
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.134 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 53.0% X 2.21

...with the program (from effect sizes) 46.3% X 2.21

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

1.173
1.025

-0.148

c
iWithout

inc
V
GC

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote(2))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

89.8%

1.306

1.141

-0.1646

-12.6%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.

/3
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2 2
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75 8
.... <i)0 s-o .
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Present value cost of one offense -$416,109 -$98,667 -$102,716 -$57,111 -$17,679 -$22,638 $0

W/O Prog., offense distribution(z)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense
Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$32,362
100%

-$32,362
0.9

0.76%

-$3,164
0.76%

-$3,164

1.92%

-$1,893

1.92%

-$1,893

5.79%

-$5,950

5.79%
-$5,950

8.58%
-$4,901

8.58%

-$4,901

46.85%

-$8,282

46.85%

-$8,282

36.10%
-$8,172

36.10%

-$8,172

0.00%

$0
0.00%

$0

0
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E E 7)

a; c.)20 . i,
.... ca. 03
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program
Future CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$38,039

-$33,245
$4,794

Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,960

6 a', 15

0 E

NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$2,835

$2.45
-5.2%
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E
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Estimated present value cost -$1,008,563
0.76%

-$7,668

0.003%

-$7,737

$1,274

-$5,993
1.92%

-$115

0.06%

-$1,076

$177

-$2,338

5.79%

-$135

0.18%

-$1,296

$213

-$1,402
8.58%

-$120

0.18%

-$755

$124

-$536

46.85%
-$251

5.46%

-$8,993

$1,480

$0

36.10%

$0

94.12%

$0

$0

$0
0.00%

$0

0.00%

$0

$0
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=
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6- . 4

Distribution of one victimization(`

Expected cost, one victimization

Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,290

$1,365
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$6,159
$4,199

$3.14
0c
o

14 S1 C2
o %-0
a g).

=2

Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

306.82

-$19,857
-50.51

$3,269
Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,063
$6,103

$4.11

0 ...

6'

c..-
;71.,

°
To

0.
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Estimated present value cost -$1,871,472
-$14,229

-$14,357

$2,363

-$79,426
-$1,524

-$14,260
$2,347

-$5,789

-$335

-$3,208

$528

-$7,613

-$653

-$4,100
$675

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0
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.1.

6
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>, .r.to
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0

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$16,742

$2,756
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$8,915
$6,955

$4.55

E= ecn
1-: 7. .2
c . !._$ tt ;2 > N

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$35,925

$5,914
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$13,977
$12,017

$7.13

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent.
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for non-sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release
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Table IVL
Adult Correctional Industries
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The expected effect of the program on... ...the Percent with ...the Avg. # of
Offenses or Offenses per
Re-Offenses Offender

Expected Number
of Offenses
per Person

Estimated effect size (from research findings) -0.084 0.000

Expected outcomes for those ...

...without the program(2) 44.4% X 2.07

...with the program (from effect sizes) 40.3% X 2.07

Expected change in the number of offenses(2)

=

=

0.922
0.835

-0.086

0
c

iWithout
C4
0
is
4

Adjustment 1: (felonies as % of total)
Adjustment 2: (percent of expected future offending in the follow up period in footnote))

the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person
With the program, the adjusted expected number of offenses per person

Expected change in the long-run number of offenses, after adjustements
Percentage change

100.0%

99.2%

0.930

0.842

-0.0872
-9.4%

Total
Sex Rob- Agg. Fel.

Murder Offenses bery Assault Prop. Drug Misd.
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Present value cost of one offense -$424,866 -$101,945 -$104,037 -$59,100 -$18,095 -$23,247 $0

W/O Prog., offense distributiont2)
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

With Prog., offense distribution
Expected cost (PV) of one offense

Adj. 4: (Overall adjustment to cost)

100%

-$37,543
100%

-$37,543
0.9

0.73%
-$3,122

0.73%

-$3,122

6.60%

-$6,725

6.60%

-$6,725

5.91%

-$6,148

5.91%

-$6,148

9.78%
-$5,780

9.78%

-$5,780

41.29%
-$7,471

41.29%
-$7,471

35.69%
-$8,297

35.69%

-$8,297

0.00%
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Future CJS costs without program
Future CJS costs with program

cuFuture CJS costs avoided (incurred)

-$31,412
-$28,465

$2,947
Incremental Treatment Cost (savings) $1,800
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NPV of the program
Benefits per dollar of cost
Pct. reducton to break-even

$1,147
$1.64

-5.7%
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Estimated present value cost -$1,029,789
0.73%

-$7,567

0.002%

-$7,636

$666

-$6,192

6.60%

-$408

0.20%

-$3,822

$333

-$2,368

5.91%

-$140

0.19%

-$1,339

$117

-$1,451

9.78%

-$142

0.20%

-$890

$78

-$549

41.29%
-$227

4.89%

-$8,112

$707

$0

35.69%

$0

94.51%
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Distribution of one victimization(2)

Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

100.00%

-$8,484
$740

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$3,687
$1,887

$2.05
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Dist. of multiple victimizations
Lambda per official offense
Expected vict. cost, one offense
Lambda times change in offenses
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

100%

302.12

-$21,798
-26.35

$1,901
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$4,848

$3,048

$2.69
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Estimated present value cost -$1,910,857
-$14,042

-$14,169

$1,236

-$82,066

-$5,414

-$50,652

$4,418

-$5,863

-$346

-$3,314

$289

-$7,878

-$770

-$4,835
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Expected cost, one victimization
Times prog. change in offenses

-$20,573

$1,794
Cumulative program benefits

Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$5,482
$3,681

$3.04
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a. E c_
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g > II

Expected vict. cost, one offense
Expected vict. benefits with prog.

-$72,970
$6,365

Cumulative program benefits
Cumulative NPV
Cumulative benefits/dollar of cost

$11,213

$9,413
$6.23

(1) Note: This run assumes a single arrest per measured offense. The discount rate used is: 3 percent
(2) Based on: Felony re-convictions in Washington for sex offenders leaving prison, 8 years after release

174
r) 3 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



id I. U.& Department of Educatkon
O of Educational Research and Improvement(ate

'Warned Library of Education (ME)
Educalional Resourcas Inturnation Canter (19RIC)..

REPRODUCTION RELEASE
(Spealic Doctnnent)

L DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

(AD 034 21S

The Comparative Costs and Benefits of Programs to Reduce Crime, Version 4.0

Auttumq0 Steve Aos, Polly Phipps, Robert Barnoski, Roxanne Lieb

Onlarate4Wurax Washington State Institute for Pbblic Policy PtbacOmnChibm

May 2001

IL REPRODUCI1014 RELEASE
In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materhde of Interest to the educational command% chromate annourmod in the

monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Risme= to Educed= (RE), are usually made avadatde to mere in micauddre, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and said through the ERIC Domunent Reproducdon &MOO (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the fobbing nodules Is anted to the document.

paradeadan la wanted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please cm= ONE of the &doming three options and sign at the bottom
of the page,

1To tom* Okra show, Wowed be
offlood to al Loot 1 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEIMIATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

SEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Chnoknototor Laval -I onion% itoNNISINI
norodundon and dlonondooloo bt odonsSeas or adtor

ERIC adthol =do (no. oinchendol old poor

Tbsson* Meter shoot boitortoll bo
antral to ol LovoI2A danmonnen

PERMISSION TO SAND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,

HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2A

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Last 2A

The soma otkdur about below wets
aeon to as Loot 2B oonnents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS Bbl GRANTED BY

2B

see
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Lasalle

Codc inn hotfoot 2A aim% pannIMIo Chock Mom far Loon 23 Mom paanNIng
toproducero god dOrminolloo hi ostaolkno old In toproduclon and dhownloodon In ndoodchs oidy -

olortunlo =do for ERIC anthill calbegoo
Moods= only

Docimunds WI Nn wed no toggled plodded nomodoollon epoNly ponohn.
rr yomdIsolan to moods= Esgnmeod, hut no boa diohod. sloononnen ea11 be in000nood at Laid 1.

I hereby grant to dte Educational Resources InfennetIon Center (ERIC) nanexclustue penniesIon to repaid= and dIsseednate this document
an indicated above. Reproduction dew the ERIC miareldie or electemic media by' persona other then ERIC employees and de system
ameactorsuequiret Ootothecopynghthcatee EmmptkeismadefOrnon-pmit rap On bytirmiesandotherserviceemenciesi
to sells* frown:dm of educators in to Masts intisfries.

SAP' stmanc

(72
Phlegm as ingtOn State Institute for Public Policy

1'10 E 5th Ave,.Ste 214; Olympia, WA 98501

prasimiumpmammix
Steve Aos, Associate Director

mrIATI 586-2740 60) 586-2793

rAltsipp:wa.dov .M06-01



ttlo DOCiiMENT AVAILABIUTY INFORMATION: (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):
If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, era /frill wish ERIC to ale the aVaifebulty of the docurrientfronr arrotheisource, pleaseprovide the following information regarding .the availability of the document (ERIC will not announce a document unless It is pubticiyavailable, and a dependable source can be spatted. Cordributoissitordd alsobeaus thatERIC selectioncriteriaarervirpriflantriymorestringent for documents that cannot be made wadable through EMIRS.)

Published Distributor:

Address:

Price:

104 REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS- HOLDER:
If the right to grant this reproduction release Is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name andaddle=

'Name:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

However, if soilaled by the ERIC Facility, or If inuring anonserictlied cantribuflial to ERIC, return this form (and the document beingcontributed) to

EIBIc Clearingkonse on th!bon.Bexcadon
Teaikers College,. olumbin University-
Box 40:-

525W. 120th 'Street
New Moir, NY 10027

EFFaas =cam
Toll Free: (800) 601-4868
lax pir4-6846E2
Eine:eric4ne@col"


